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TO OUR PARENTS 


THROUGH WHOM WE FIRST 
CAME TO KNOW AND LOVE 

Christ's church 



Preface 


A man might well despair of trying to paint even a miniature 
picture of America in a single volume. How hopeless, then, must 
seem the task of attempting a miniature of the Roman Catholic 
Church within the same space limits? This Church existed for 
almost 1500 years before America was dreamed of; it continues to 
flourish with unabated vigor after America has reached maturity, 
and, if history alone were used as a plausible basis for prophecy, 
it promises to exist long centuries after the American experiment 
has become an artifact like countless other civilizations through 
which this Church has lived. 

Still, theologians have always been known for a perverse in¬ 
clination to attempt the apparently impossible. And theologians do 
continually try to make a rough sketch of the Church in a single 
volume. This book exemplifies one such effort. 

Given the nature of the task, one can understand why Msgr. 
Van Noort had to be literally ruthless in pruning the matter to 
meet his specific aim. That aim was twofold: 1) to present a brief, 
apologetic demonstration of the fact that the Roman Catholic 
Church is that very Church which Jesus Christ founded many cen¬ 
turies ago; 2) to give a brief theological description of the structure 
of that Church: its hierarchical organization, its powers, its mys¬ 
terious supernatural life. 

In nontechnical language, the author’s bipartite division of the 
matter may be described this way: “The Church viewed from the 
outside” (apologetics), and “The Church viewed from the inside” 
(dogmatic theology). 

The first section gives a glimpse of what any outsider can dis¬ 
cover about the Church simply with the aids of history, reason, and 
patient study. The second section gives a glimpse of the Catholic 
Church which is appreciable only in the light of revelation and of 
faith. To adopt the beautiful figure suggested by the late Father 
Mersch,® the Catholic Church may be compared to an immense 

° The Theology of the Mystical Body, p. 492. 
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„ thp appendix on the primacy text runs 

of die crib 5 CS D F " e were this treatment accorded other unportant 
to about 15 pag '■ wouId entI up a s a thousand, instead of 
texts, the £s Furt hermore, since die proximate norm 

of S d.e faid is the Church’s magisterium, not Sacred Scripture, and 
sto« manuals of theology are designed for beginners, not special- 
Z Z feel justified in restricting such a biblical approach to a 
selected number of questions. Not everyone will agree with our 
particular selections; but we do feel that there is need for some 
such selection. For the rest, we have indicated sources where 
further information is available for the reader eager to do a bit of 
research along scriptural lines. 


A few cautions: 

1. The fact that a book is often cited does not necessarily mean 
that its contents are embraced in toto. On the other hand, express 
disapproval of this or that section of a book does not mean that 
the whole book is regarded as useless. 

2. Should any non-Catholic read this book, we hope he will 
bear in mind that uncomplimentary remarks aimed at doctrines are 
not aimed at persons. This book aims not at exalting my Church 
at the expense of your Church. It aims simply at delineating the 
characteristics of Christ’s Church-a Church which Christ founded 
not simply for you or for me, but for the whole human race. 

3. If the opinions of any theologians have been misrepresented 
in the discussion of theological controversies, we utter a heartfelt 
apology in advance. 


r ,t , Ab °™ al1 ,’ i 7 e have written anything contrary to what the 
uttered 0 ^ ^ a " d ‘ eacheS ’ We Wish il considered as not 

larlv in^tbe ^ *° “ ** ^logical section (partieu- 

uttemX 0 aP ‘ e 7 n d ’ e MySHCal W ») may well prove fairly 
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only after one has a thorough kn^ of the Church’s nature 
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Introduction 


The Treatise on Christ’s Church 

The treatise on The True Religion demonstrated that the religion 
which the Catholic Church teaches was divinely revealed in Christ. 
Now attention must be focused on the Catholic Church itself, that 
society in which the divine religion of Christ is embodied, and by 
which it is preserved and practiced. 1 

The term church ( ekklesia from ekkalein “to call forth”) 1 
signifies an assembly of people called together. This assembly 
may be secular, 2 or, more properly, religious. 3 

Christ's Church, then, indicates in a general way the whole 
host of people who join themselves to God through Christ. Since 
this group includes some who are living in triumph in heaven, 
some who are suffering in purgatory, and still others who are fight¬ 
ing life’s battle on earth, the Church in this broad sense consists 
of three parts: the Church Triumphant, the Church Suffering, and 
the Church Militant. The former two do not fall within the scope 
of the present treatise. 4 

The Church Militant can in turn be understood in a broad or a 
strict sense. In the broad sense it includes all men on their way to 
heaven who have, from the time of Adams fall, worshiped God 
through allegiance to the Christ who would one day be born or 
who has already been bom. Consequently, we may distinguish the 
Church of the law of nature, that of the Mosaic law (the Syna¬ 
gogue), and that of the law of the gospel In the words of St. 
Augustine, 

All the just who have ever existed, from the very beginning of 
time have had Christ as their Head; for they believed that He 
would come whom we believe to have already come, and by 
their faith in Him they were saved as we are by ours. 5 

But in its proper and strict sense, the Church of Christ is limited 
to the Church of the law of the gospel, and embraces those people 
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on earth who profess the religion which Christ Himself 

Still, even in this limited sense , the term Church • ° Unde d. 
various ways. At times it denotes the whole body 0 f 1S r; USe ^ in 
throughout the whole world, 6 or again, some particular a ^°^ ics 
At times it is applied to the whole body without distinction 1 gr ° Up,T 
those in authority and those under authority, while at otl GtWeen 
it may indicate only the former, 8 or only the latter. 0 How ^ 
precise meaning is usually clear enough from the contevf f Ver ’* he 
the term appears. n vv ^ c h 

The present treatise considers the Church of Christ ' 
ordinary, strict sense, that is, the Church Militant of th» m 
T estament, universal, whole, and entire. ^ ew 

2 Definition The Church, according to the above acceotati™ 

may be defined as follows: The society of men who ' 

fession of the same faith and by their partakZ ni l , Pm ~ 

3 whoX g r4elr^d a L be r m , bered in au 

Roman Catholic Church- all V™^ beyond the P^e of the 
whom are so steeped in R af - h , etlCS and schismatics, many of 

hardly any part of Christian re^ ttley ^ aVe on to 

of morality. Ve atl0n aside from the principles 

The sources to be ncprl i-v. i 

documents from which one can ° Ugh °f the treatis e are all those 

of rtT M hristian reli gion and ° f the be S innin S s 

the New Testament and the wrif hrlsban Ch urch: the books 
works of the apostles are dted m ® 5 ° f the eatl V fathers. The 
al *°ugh they are held •„ r^en V ““■‘“‘“I documents, and 
us oncal authority rather than th™ * S be ‘ n S a PostoIic, it is their 
pnme unport in , he present^it?. ***** "‘gin which is of 
DOt ove dook the fact ta t °? the 0ther one 

ment as'd' ac “ plin S a " or nearly all n/ i? f ,™ r 0 PP°nents agree 

wCshareT y inSpired “"'PosiHons r° f the New Testa - 

mg not nnl J' 6 "’’ tben > diese books m C |' scusslons with people 
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Division. The subject matter falls into two sections. The former 
will treat of the Church as a whole; the second, of each of the 
Church's hierarchical ranks in particular. The former study will 
be largely apologetic in character, the latter more theological. 


Notes 

1. See J. Ranft, Die Stellung der Lehre von der Kirche im dogmatischen 
System (1927). 

2. E.g., Acts 19:32, 39; Ps. 25:5. 

3. See Acts 5:11: Great fear came over the whole congregation (ekklesia) 
and on all who heard of this; see also Gal. 1:8; J. C. Fenton, “New 
Testament Designations of the Church and of its Members,’’ CBQ, 9 (1947), 
127 ff.; idem, “The Meaning of the Name ‘Church’,” AER, 131 (1954), 
268 ff. The Greek word ekklesia is the basis of the word for church in 
the Latin, Romance, and Celtic languages. Thus we find: ecclesia (Latin), 
Sglise (French), iglesia (Spanish), chiesa (Italian), eglais (Irish and Gaelic), 
iliz (Breton). As for the word in Teutonic and Slavic languages: 

The ulterior derivation has been keenly disputed. The L. circus, and a 
Gothic word kelikn ‘tower, upper chamber’ (app. originally Gaulish) have 
both been proposed (the latter suggested by the Alemannic chelihha), 
but are set aside as untenable; and there is now a general agreement 
among scholars in referring it to the Greek word kyriakdn, properly 
adj. ‘of the Lord, dominicum, dominical’ (f. kjrios lord), which occurs, 
from the 3rd century at least, used substantively (sc. ddma, or the like) 
‘house of the Lord’, as a name of the Christian house of worship.—The 
Oxford English Dictionary, II (Oxford, 1933), 403. 

Thus we have the words: church (English), kerk (Dutch), circe (Old Eng¬ 
lish), Kirche (German), kyrka (Swedish), kirke (Danish), kirkko (Finnish), 
cerkov (Russian), cerkiew (Polish, but only with reference to the “Greek 
Church”). „ 

4. See J. C. Fenton, “The Communion of Saints and the Mystical Body, 

AER, 110 (1944), 378 ff. , 

5. In psalm. 36, Sermo 3, 4. See Leo XIII, Humanum genus (April 20, 
1884); J. C. Fenton, “The Twofold Origin of the Church Militant,” AER, 
111 (1944), 291 ff.; idem, “New Testament Designations of the Church and 
of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 127 ff.; idem, “The Church and the World ” 
AER, 119 (1948), 202 ff.; idem, “The Church and God’s Promises, AER, 
123 (1950), 295 ff.; idem, “The Church in Adequate Perspective,” AER, 133 
(1955) 258 ff.; J. Leclercq, La vie du Christ dans son eglise (Paris, 1947); 
R. Hasseveldt, The Church: A Divine Mystery, translated by Wm. Storey 
(Chicago, 1955). A key thought developed in the above works is that the 
Church is more properly and fruitfully considered as the kingdom of Cod on 
earth that kingdom which has existed throughout all the ages, in constant 
opposition to the kingdom of the devil, the world. This was the approach of 
the classical ecclesiologists, and it is, happily, being revived today. As a matter 
of fact, the custom of defining the Church exclusively in terms of the New 
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Testament did not become the vogue until about the nineteenth 
Msgr. Joumet states the matter as follows; ntur V. 

Now what are we to say of this act by which God has product , 
Church, His abode among men-whether we call the Church a mis f" 0 
hovel on account of human sin, or a temple on account of the q Grab,e 
shelters? Has it known but a single form, unchanged down all the" 68 * 
Did God from the beginning produce His Church as it stands to-dav 3 ^ 
has time no other part to play than to lend endurance to what was ne f 
from the start? r 604 

The answer is clear. The divine act that produced the Church has h 
marked by several phases. These might be called the various di ^ 
regimes under which the people of God have lived during the cour 
the ages, the divine regimes of the Church. For God led the Ch 6 °h 
through various successive states, and the purpose of time is to e ht 
this Church not only to endure, but also to progress until it reaches" thi 
state which is to be the last one in this world, the state in which it ent 31 
the era of the Incarnation and of Pentecost.-The Church of the Wn w 
Incarnate. I, The Apostolic Hierarchy, translated by A II r n n „ m fa 
(New York, 1955), 1 f. 7 •“•'-Downes 


6. The universal Church, as in Eph. 5:25: Christ loved the Church and 
delivered himself for her. ’ 

?:r£rr 1 Cor - 1:1: Paul • • • ,o *• 

8. The teaching Church, as in Matt. 18:17; “If he 
them, then notify the Church.” 


' no attention to 


To ZeTCcZchof me ^ Sm 

larmine, dT eccTeld, l J’i n °‘ 3 ° 9 ’ fol,owin g Be l‘ 

be: The society which profesZ fht “ S exact definition mi 8 ht 

“Scholastic DefinitTon7of Z ^ See 1 C ' Fenton - 

131 ff, 212 ff, Zn Church/ AER - m (1944), 59 ff. 

Church,” AER, 128 (1953) 44 s'"V ^ ° rpori f fhe Definitions of the 
splendid survey of the histnrv nf 1 ^ S f art ' c ^ es constitute, incidentally, a 
45 ff history of ecclesiology. See also C. Joumet, op. cit.. 
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SECTION I 


The Church Viewed from Outside (Apologetics) 


Chapter I. The Founding of the Church 


Article I 

THE FACT OF THE FOUNDING OF THE CHURCH 

I. Opinions of Opponents: 

1. Orthodox Protestants (the Reformers) 

2. Modern Protestants 

3. Modernists 

Proposition 1: Christ personally founded a Church which is 
a true society. 

Proof: 1. from the promise of Christ 

2. from the deeds of Christ 

3. from the earliest available historical records 
Scholion 1: Christ established only one Church. 

Scholion 2: When did Christ establish the Church? 
Scholion 3: The distinction between the primitive Church 

and the Synagogue. 

Proposition 2: It is due to the institution of Christ Himself 
that the Church is visible. 

Proof: 1. from the threefold bond which Christ Himself 
imposed 

2. from the manner of speaking of Christ, the apos¬ 
tles, and the fathers 
Objections 


d) 





SECTION I 


The Church as a Whole 


With reference to Christ’s Church considered in 
its ensemble, four points must be studied: its found¬ 
ing or institution, its nature or constitution, the 
properties which adorn it, and the notes or marks 
by which it is recognized. 





CHAPTER I 


The Founding of the Church 


This chapter will determine: (1) the fact of the founding of 
the Church, (2) the purpose for which, and (3) the time for which 
it was founded. 


Article I 

THE FACT OF THE FOUNDING OF THE CHURCH 

I. Opinions of Opponents 4 

1. Orthodox Protestants. It would be quite some task to give 
an accurate presentation of the various opinions of the Reformers 
concerning the Church and its institution, especially in view of the 
fact that they seldom agreed with one another. A summary of 
Protestant teaching might run about as follows: 1 

a. There does exist a Church founded by Christ Himself. It 
consists of the just (Lutherans) or of the predestined (Calvinists). 

This is the “Church of the promises,” in which are verified the 
promises of Christ. It is holy and indefectible, etc. But, although 
it joins the holy or the elect to Christ, it does not join them together 
with each other; and indeed it cannot, because God alone knows 
who belongs to it. It is the invisible Church, the kingdom of God 
on earth. 

b. The true members of Christ, desirous of manifesting their 
faith and of stirring it up by outward gestures, joined together and 
formed the visible Church, or rather, visible churches. 2 And so the 
visible Church is a human institution, and can adopt various social 
forms as localities or the fashions of the times require. It can even 
disintegrate and fall apart. But as long as it is based on truly 
evangelical principles, it is good and legitimate, and in this sense 
it can be called the true Church. Not even then, however, is it 
identical with the invisible Church, for it always harbors a certain 
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number of hypocrites. On the other hand, the invisible Ch u u 
not separate from the visible, for a great crowd of the hoi 1S 
elect always 5 lies hidden in the “ecclesiastical mass.” But i/tiT 
visible Church should become so corrupt as to start contradictin 
evangelical principles, it would thus turn out to be a false Chu 
This is what happened, under the papacy, to the Roman Cathofi 
Church, which the older Reformers dubbed the Synagogue of S 1 * C 
and the Church of Antichrist. 1 an 

2. Modern Protestants take the following view of the matter 
All Christ preached was an elevated form of morality and the love 
of God, "the Fadier, who is in heaven.” He neither separated HinT 
self from the Synagogue of the Jews nor enjoined this separation 
on His disciples. Therefore He founded no Church, any more than 
He taught a new religion. But His disciples, driven by the hate 
and persecution of the Jews, soon set up separate communities 
from which, particularly under the active influence of the Roman 

cs 5 "is s iV ■> 

of a progressive^cominUon Zl g< T!' It , ewlvBd aI °"S *• lines 
on to a part of the gospel.*’ ° Ugh lf alwa y s managed to hold 

and advance *e folio ^ng^ewT"^^^^ S°l Pel passages 

oundi„g 0 f aChurc n h d ' a ng a Chorch worthy of the name.- "The 
long existence on earth wIs alLt T ** 1 a centuries- 
Christ; as a matter ofTacHn ^ *° the ™" d of 

eaven was on the point of beimr in" *he kingdom of 

end of the world.”* Therefore . g naugurat ed together with the 
* “° f a ^old need. The more 8 °° d time the Church 
' feIt for faring the" S° te u 3S * hat which 
one fa^ ^ thal fe,t hy fcl V ' 4 °‘hers ; the imme- 
increasl*’ ^ gatherin g into a socieri. 'k- H° W stee P ed in the 
thermore ev the treasu re tW r.^ , would safeguard, 

e- -ory society needs a goveS ££ “ “™»n, Fur- 
g authority; ta the Church 
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also necessity gave birth to authority. This latter developed, 
little by little, with the help of historical circumstances, into that 
hierarchy at whose head is the Roman pontiff . 8 Still, add the Mod¬ 
ernists, the founding of the Church and of the hierarchy is attri¬ 
buted to Christ by the faithful. In the realm of faith, every 
Christian consciousness is included by some vague force in the 
consciousness of Christ. If this be granted, then whatever came 
forth from the Christian consciousness in the course of time can 
be said to have come forth at least indirectly from the conscious¬ 
ness of "the Christ of faith. 7 

Against all of these opponents, then, the Catholic theologian 
must set forth and defend the Catholic doctrine of the real and 
immediate founding of a Church by the Christ of history. Accord¬ 
ingly, the question is no longer whether Christ preached a new, 
and divine, religion, but only whether the historical Christ Himself 
gathered His disciples into a society worthy of the name or not. 

Proposition 1: Christ personally founded a Church which is a 

true society. 8 

This proposition contains a twofold assertion, a. Christ Himself 
directly founded a Church. This rules out any indirect founding 
through the agency of others to whom Christ would have entrusted 
or left the whole affair, b. This Church is, as Christ Himself 
founded it, a society in the strict sense, not merely a religious 
academy. 

A society is a permanent assembly of many people united for 
the attainment of a common goal. Not any and every group of 
people is a society, but only one which pursues a common goal 
in a permanent manner. Now this stable unification of many people 
is effected by means of certain bonds which unite the minds and 
the active efforts of the group. The chief of these bonds is author¬ 
ity. And so the matter of a society is the group itself; its form is 
the unifying bonds, authority in particular; its founder or author 
is he who unites the group by applying the bonds . 9 

This proposition is a dogma of the faith in both its parts, for it 
is contained equivalently in the Vatican Council, which asserts that 
“the eternal Shepherd and Bishop of our souls determined to build 
a holy Church.” The council then proceeds to reproach those who 
pervert “the form of rule established by Christ the Lord in His 
Church,” and, finally, adds the remark that “St. Peter was estab- 
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listed by Christ as the visible head of the whole Cl 
that he “directly and immediately received from tl ilUrch ’ > ’ and 
Lord Jesus Christ the primacy of real and genuine iW j? m . e °Ur 
So also the Oath against Modernism: "With unshah . ct, ou.”io 
lieve that the Church was immediately and directly 1 be ' 

the real and historical Christ Himself while He wn . llshed by 
midst, and that this same Church was built upon iw"? ° Ur 
of the apostolic hierarchy, and upon those who will c ’ ^ head 
to the end of time” 11 W succeed him 


6 Proof: 


1. From the promise of Christ Tf nu ■ * , 

Of God, promised anything,'then beyond th h 2* tme envo V 
He fulfiUed tire promise, 'Tou are Peter j f 7 ° f a do ^ 
butld my Church. ...I w m ei ,° ,* er ’ an ? u P° n this rock I will 
heaven, and whatever you biJd l J™, *?" ° f the kin gdom of 
^ whatever you lo osZ^mL^ t ^ in h °™l 
16.18-19). Now that Church r j 00Se ^ in heaven.” (Matt 

„ ip p “"* 

the j beK ‘ nnin S °f His public 6 ]-f aCt that C,lrist preached, 
He s^H Wgdm ° f hem ™ * SSL'I®’ !, n . d had Preach 
“ d Gentry 0Hk *Tep totth the fact * ha ‘ 

- - 

same faith, the * threefold bond: bound all His 

up a ■ enjoined upo^’ p 6 l* me mle - ° Pr ° fession of the 
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world . . • unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man, and drink 
his blood, you have no life in you.” 14 

c. He subjected all to the same rule. To the apostles alone, to 
whom He had previously promised the power of binding and loos¬ 
ing (Matt. 18:18), did He entrust the power of preaching, baptiz¬ 
ing, ruling, and absolving (Matt. 28:19-20; John 20:21-23). Fur¬ 
thermore, to Peter alone did He give the task of feeding all His 
sheep (John 21:15-17). 

3 . From the earliest historical records available . 15 They bear 
witness to the facts that (a) Christ’s disciples were from the very 
beginning united in a real society, and ( b ) the establishment of 
this society or Church was even then attributed to Christ Himself. 

a. The book of Acts and the epistles of the apostles make it 
abundantly clear that the disciples were linked by the aforemen¬ 
tioned threefold bond immediately after Christ’s Ascension. 

They professed the same faith and were obliged to profess it— 
that faith, namely, which the apostles preached: Those who ac¬ 
cepted his [Peter’s] word were baptized. . . . They gave steadfast 
attention to the teaching of the apostles (Acts 2:41-42; see 8:12, 
37; 10:33 ff). One Lord, one faith (Eph. 4:5). Let me tell you 
that if even we ourselves or an angel from heaven should proclaim 
to you a gospel other than we have proclaimed, let him be ac¬ 
cursed. (Gal. 1:8; see Rom. 16:17; Tit. 3:10-12; II John 9-11). 

They performed the same rites, baptism and the Eucharist: On 
hearing this . . . they said to Peter and the rest of the apostles , 
“ Brothers, what shall we do?” u Have a change of heart and mind," 
Peter told them, u and be baptized everyone of you.” . . . Those who 
accepted his word were baptized, and there were added that day 
(to the Church) about three thousand persons. They gave steadfast 
attention to the teaching of the apostles and to union, to the break¬ 
ing of bread and to the prayers (Acts 2:37-42). There is one 
Lord, one faith, one Baptism (Eph. 4:5). In fact, by a single 
Spirit all of us, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free men mere 
introduced into the one body through baptism (I Cor. 1-:13). 
Because the bread is one, we, the many who partake of that one 
bread, form one body (I Cor. 10:17). 

They were subject to the same pastors, i.e., the apostles. Those 
who sell property deposit the returns at the apostles feet (Acts 
4:34-35). The apostles call together the multitude for the selection 
of the first deacons and impose hands on those chosen (Acts 6 : 2 - 6 ); 
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they appoint presbyters throughout the different cities (Acts 14 . 20 \ 
they solve authoritatively the question of the binding force of th 
prescriptions of the Old Law and issue some relevant commands 
(Acts 15:5 ff; I Cor. 11:34); they claim for themselves the right to 
inflict penalties, and actually exercise this right (II Cor. 13-in. 
I Cor. 5:3 ff). 

b. The apostles themselves attribute the founding of this 
Church to Christ. They teach that the faithful form a spiritual 
edifice, built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets with 
Christ Jesus himself as the chief cornerstone (I Pet. 2:4-5 ; Eph 
2:20; see Heb. 3:6); that Christ is universal head of the Church 
which is truly his body (Eph. 1:22-23); that Christ bought the 
Church u with his own blood? (Acts 20:28); that the Church is the 
bride of Christ, whom He loved and for whom He delivered him¬ 
self, that he might sanctify her ... in order to present to himself 
the Church in all her glory (Eph. 5:25-27). Add to this the fact 
that the apostles openly claim to have received their authority over 
the faithful from Christ (II Cor. 10:8; 13:10). 

9 Scholion 1. Christ established only one Church. 

The arguments alleged above demonstrate the further point 
that Christ founded not two or more Churches, but one single 
Church. Indeed if one gives heed to our Lord's own words, one 
notes that He always spoke of His kingdom or Church in the sin¬ 
gular, and, in fact, explicitly stated that all His sheep were to be 
gathered into “one flock.” 16 If one considers Christ’s actions, one 
sees that He subjected all His worshipers of all nations to the 
apostolic college, and entrusted His entire flock to the care of 
Peter alone. As a result, the most ancient witnesses knew of only 
one Church. According to the apostles, all the faithful and all the 
individual churches in various places form one body, make up one 
Church. 17 According to the Didache, the Church is to be gathered 
together from the four comers of the earth: “Remember, O Lord, 
thy Church. . . . Gather her together, sanctified, into thy kingdom 
from the four winds” (10. 5). In the words of St. Justin, “those 
who believe in him (Christ) are one soul, one congregation, one 
Church” ( Dialogue with Trypho 63). Finally, St. Cyprian un¬ 
equivocally declares: “There is one God, one Christ, one Church, 
and one See, founded on a rock at the Lord’s command” ( Epist. 
40 ad plebem 5). 


(10) 


THE FOUNDING OF THE CHURCH 
Scholion 2. When did Christ establish the Church? jq 

Our Lord did not do everything affecting the Church at one 
and the same time. For, having announced—from the beginning of 
His public life—that the Church would soon be established (Matt. 
4-12-17), He made the immediate preparations for its establish¬ 
ment before His Passion, so that only the determination of its 
definitive form yet remained. During that time, while preaching 
His doctrine, He joined to Himself a group of believers, instituted 
the more important sacraments (baptism and the Eucharist), taught 
His pastors-to-be, and promised them a sacred power. Still, it was 
only after the Resurrection that He put the final touches to the 
construction of the Church, when He definitively conferred upon 
the apostolic college and upon Peter their sacred ruling power. 19 
The Church is clearly a society, and no society has been properly 
constituted until its authority has been established. Strictly speak¬ 
ing, then, the Church was established by Christ after the Resur¬ 
rection, and it was promulgated or made public on the solemn 
occasion of Pentecost and hence became obligatory from that 
day on. 

Scholion 3. The distinction between the primitive Church and the ] 
Synagogue. 

From the fact that Christ, during His earthly sojourn, and the 
disciples, even after Pentecost, observed the ceremonial prescrip¬ 
tions of the Mosaic Law, some have concluded that the C^ans 
in the early days after Pentecost did not form a^soaety tomct 
from the Synagogue and that consequently the Church had not 

been founded by Christ Himself. .lreadv been 

The principal objection of these adversaries tes jdre^y been 
met above (no. 8). For since the Christians, immediately 
Pentecost, professed their own special doc ne, p ^ (hat 

peculiar to themselves, obeyed their own ea r , ,» 

they did indeed make up a society distinct fromi £ - 

One further point: they also held their own ,. e p ts; 

As for the observance of the ceremomid (legaljjrecep^ 

the fact that Christ-and the apostles during ^ L aw 

Law presents no difficulty; for all the o s€ *v who at that 

remained alive or obligatory up to the ea j « With our 

time established the New Covenant in His own blood. 
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Lord’s death the Old Testament went out of existence, and f 
that moment the precepts of the Law became dead i e nn l 01 
of obligation. ' ’ ” ° nger 

Nevertheless the apostles and the first converts from Judais 
kept the legal prescriptions for a while; and this was a prnd,^ 
arrangement, for it showed more clearly the connection betwe^ 
the two Testaments and gave the defunct Synagogue a decent 
burial (much like that of a cherished mother, whose lifeless corn” 
is not tossed hurriedly into a ditch, but is kept for a while and then 
borne reverently to the grave by a massed crowd of sons and 
daughters ). 22 But later, when the gospel had been sufficiently pro¬ 
mulgated, the ceremonial precepts of the Law became positively 
lethal, in the sense that they could no longer be carried out by 
Catholics without serious sin . 28 y 

12 Proposition 2. It is due to the institution of Christ Himself that 
the Church is visible. 24 

This proposition is certain. 

That the Church is visible follows necessarily from the fact that 
it is a real society, for there can be no genuine society in the world 
of men unless it be visible. But since Protestants constantly attack 
with might and main the visible character of the Church which 
Christ founded, it is necessary to give the question special con¬ 
sideration. The visible form of the Church which is the subject of 
this present discussion must not be confused with what is strictly 
its knowability. It is one thing to ask whether the Church which 
Christ founded is a public society, and quite another to ask whether 
that society can be recognized as the true Church of Christ by 
certain distinguishing marks. Its being formally recognizable pre¬ 
supposes its being visible, but the two are not identical. Further¬ 
more, the present discussion centers on the visible character of the 
Church insofar as it is a society. No one denies that the Church’s 
members are visible, for they are flesh-and-blood people; but some 
do question whether, by the institution of Christ Himself, these 
members are bound together by external bonds so as to form a 
society that can be perceived by the senses, a society of such a 
nature that one can readily discern who belongs to it and who 
does not. Mark well the words “the institution of Christ Himself,” 
for tile question is precisely this: Did Christ personally found a 
visible Church, one which by its very nature would have to be an 
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external (public) society, so that an invisible Church could not 
possibly be the true Church of Christ? For once one proves that 
the one and only Church which Christ founded is visible from 
its very nature, then it necessarily follows: (a) that an invisible 
Church such as that to which Protestants appeal is a pure fiction, 
and (b) that all the promises which Christ made to His Church 
refer to a visible Church . 25 Note, lastly, that to insist on the 
Church’s being visible is not to claim that all its elements are 
immediately apparent to the senses. Just as a man is really visible 
even though one cannot see his soul directly, so too the Church 
must be adjudged truly visible even if some element which is an 
essential part of its make-up cannot be seen directly—provided that 
this element be by its very nature joined to and externally mani¬ 
fested by some visible element. 


Proof: 

1 From the threefold bond which Christ Himself imposed. 
It was indicated above how our Lord founded the Church by 
enjoining on His disciples the profession of the same faith, partici¬ 
pation in the same rites, and obedience to the same authority 
(no. 7). It is by these bonds that the Church is drawn into unity 
and held together; without them there is simply no Church of 
Christ. Now, since these bonds are external things which people 
can see, they necessarily make the Church an external, visible 
society. One can discern, using one’s external senses, which men 
profess the same doctrine, frequent the same sacraments and obey 
the same rulers. It is, then, clear that the Church is visible by the 
very institution of Christ, or, in other words, that its visi ty ows 
necessarily from its very nature. , 

2. This conclusion is corroborated by the manner oi 1 spea ng 
employed by Christ, the apostles, and the earhest fathers , w 
clearly had in mind a visible society whenever they spoke 

Christ compares His Church to a kingdom, to a 
house, to a net let down into the sea, to a e t P r0 7 ic j es 
and weeds, to a city built on a mountain pea . e eac ’ ^ re _ 
that sinners whose reformation is proving cu 
ported to the Church . 26 ... numbers 

The apostles call the Church a body in w c 
are joined together and are mutually interdependent; the house 
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God in which pastors live; the pillar and mainstay of 
flock in which the Holy Spirit has placed the bishops as sh k*’ tile 
The earliest fathers urge the absolute obligation' of f , rds - 27 
to tlie Church of Christ and clearly teach that it is easil ° n8 ^ 8 
cemible ; 28 they could have done neither were the Ch^ h ^ 
visible. A furtlier consideration is the fact that long before th • * 

prophets had described the kingdom or Church of the Mes^ ^ 
a veiy high mountain which attracts people to itself f S 

because it can be seen from anywhere . 20 P eciseI V 

1 4 Objections: 

(1) Christ Himself gave clear enough indication tW tr. 
^Vhen is the kingdom of God coJin^F^uTrephed^T^k- 

2 *? “!«»«itr 

you ” (Luke 17:21). 30 ’ 6 ^ in gdom of God is within 

value of theVessfallL kiZdom 0 ^ 8 Pal [ abIe is to P oint up the 
to be stressed. And anyway how W ° rd “ huried ” is not 

treasure? y ’ w C0uJd one find an invisible 

Answer to b • Thp j 

eschatological kingdom^rdrVty^to’ 1 * h-■°? “ polWcal a "d an 
°“ g, but not every type of visihl tbe Pharisees were 

follows. The kingdom of God wUl ' „t 8 m ' The meaning is aS 

is already in ^ StGP ’ lm P er ceptibly I n f''?! f r ° w IlttIe b y little 

* -• &■„% *':*■ •' “ 
addressed to thc l you ' Sin « the wor.I ke root and t0 
but rather “in^^r- ** do noS f h ^n are 
' vhich you form a pZ s te ’ in «>e milf of y ° Ur sou,s >” 
passage. part - See Knabenbauer L,i <5,® people of 

(2) If the Church Uer a "d CCHS on this 

“ « object Creed w ,, 

Amwer: "'hat one seesTth 'ch 0ly Churel >.” "°‘ Pr ° P ° Se ft 
urch rs one thing; what one 




the founding of the church 

believes about that same Church is quite another. One sees the 
Church’s external social structure; one believes that the same 
Church which has this particular social structure is of divine insti¬ 
tution and has the power to lead people to holiness and to super¬ 
natural salvation. In the same way, the apostles saw Christ walking 
about after the fashion of all men, and at the same time they 
believed in His divinity. 31 Note the phrase “the same Church,” for 
one does not see an amorphous “ecclesiastical mass,” in which the 
invisible Church of Christ would be hiding, but one does see the 
very Church of Christ. 
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Since He ordered that baptism be administered to those who believed, He evi¬ 
dently expected some outward token of this belief. That token is given by 
external profession. 

14. John 6:52-54; see Luke 22:19; I Cor. 11:23-30. When we say, "at 
least baptism and the Eucharist,” we prescind from the question as to whether 
Christ prescribed other rites as well. But the two we have mentioned, about 
which no one who admits the historicity of the Gospels can raise any question, 
will suffice for the present discussion. 

15. See P. Batiffol, L’iglise naissante et le Catholicisme (1922); H. Dieck- 
mann, Die Verfassung der Urkirche (1923). 

16. Matt. 4:17; 10:7; 13:31, 34; 16:18; John 10:16; see 11:52. 

17. Acts 9:31-32; 15; 16:4; 20:28; I Cor. 10:17; 12:13; Eph. 4:11-10. 

18. John 20:21; 21:15-17; Matt. 28:16-20. See J. C. Fenton, “The Proof 
of the Church’s Divine Origin,” AER, 113 (1945), 203 ff.; D. M. Stanley, 
S.J., “Kingdom to Church: The Structural Development of Apostolic Chris¬ 
tianity in the New Testament,” TS 16 (1955), 1 ff. ; T. Zapalena, S.J., De 
ecclesia Christi, I (Rome, 1950), 86-141. 

19. Acts 5:11: after relating the incident of Ananias and Saphira, St. Luke 
tells us that great fear came on the whole congregation (ekklesia) and on 
all who heard of this. He indicates thereby a real distinction between the 
ekklesia, the Church, on the one hand, and the Jews on the other. See 
CCHS, 826 f. Gal. 1:13: . . . beyond all measure I persecuted the Church of 
God and ravaged it. Certainly, in the eyes of the ardent Pharisee, Saul, the 
Christians formed an easily discernible society, a society distinct from Juda¬ 
ism and from the Synagogue that it could be the clear target of his misguided 
zeal. 

20. Daily with one accord they attended the temple, and, breaking bread 
at their homes, took their food with gladness and simplicity of heart (Acts 
2:46). They gave their steadfast attention to the teaching of the apostles and 
to union, to the breaking of bread and to the prayers (2:42), With one accord 
they all met in Solomon s portico ... no one of the rest dared join them 
(5:12-13; see 3:11). 

21. Heb. 9:11 ff. Christ Himself was of course not held to the observance 
of the Law, (Matt. 12:6-8), but He wanted to fulfill all that the Law pre¬ 
scribed for righteousness in order to leave us an example of humility and 
obedience. 

22. St. Augustine Epist. 82. 16. In somewhat the same strain G. Ricciotti 
writes: 

(ie; 
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child developing in its mother*s womb already has a life of its own 
Tefinct from that of its mother, even though it is as yet incomplete and 
j 1 dent on the mothers life. But during this period of formation it is 
prepared gradually for its own independent life by a provident 
t re And even when the child has been bom, there is still a slender 
03 l Binding him to his mother. Only when this has been cut does the 
life become completely independent 
n s historically accurate to say that the Christian Church-in its externals 
U L conceived and formed in the womb of the Jewish Synagogue, and 
iTt for a certain length of time its life was united with that of the latter, 
lthough it was distinct from it and clearly directed toward complete 
• deDendence. The last tie binding it to the Synagogue was the observance 
JI f the rites prescribed by the Law of Moses. Once this was severed, the 
Church acquired an autonomous life, entirely independent of the Syna- 


gogue^ne w ^ Q to cu t this bond, with incalculable consequences 

l history of mankind, was Paul. In this sense he may be said to 
f “delivered” the Church.-Paul the Apostle, translated by Alba I. 
zfzzamia (Milwaukee, 1953), p. 272. 

23. Gal. 5:2—4; See DB 712; S.Th. I-H, q. 103, a. 4; Pesch, Praelectiones 

^24 ^ See T Walz Die Sichtbarkeit der Kirche (1924); J. C. Fenton, “The 
Catholic and the Chmch,” AER, 113 (1945), 377 S. idem “Our Lord’s Presence 
£ he Catholic Church,” AER, 115 (1946), 50 ff.; «fem father Joumets 
Concept of the Church," AER, 127 (1952) 370 ff.,^,The1n v o«,,o n of 
the Holy Name and the Basic Concept of the Catholic Church, AER, 129 

' 19 25.* See J. C. Fenton, “The Church and Cod’s Promises," AER, 123 (1950), 

2 %6.' Mark 1:15; John 21:15-17; 10:16; Matt 16:18; 13.47, 2 4; 5=1*. 
18:17. See J. C. Fenton, "New Testament Designations of the Catholic 
Church and of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 127 • 2 • » j p et 

27. I Cor. 12:12 ff.; see Eph. 4:11 ff.; I Tim. 3:15; Acts 20.28, I 

5:2-4. 


1 28*. For example, St. Ignatim; Ac IPhiledelph. 
schismatic, he will not inherit the Kingdom of Go ( branched ( heptd- 
Irenaeus Adv. haer. v. 20. 1: “This [Church^ is a . romm j n Matt, 
mochos) candelabra bearing the light of Christ. >. f om eas t to west, 

47 (on Matt. 24:27), “The Church is suffused w,lthhgl ^ 
it is filled with the true light, it is the PJ 11 ^ rh h ^ ra diant with light 
St. Cyprian De uni,ate eccl 5-8: "Our LordVou h”ve Cod for your 

and pours her rays over the whole world. • • • i \r\V translation). 

Father if you have not the Church for your mother ^ ^ 

29. Isai. 2:2-3: And it shall come to pass m the 
mount of Jahweh’s house shall be set above the moun ’ . .v-jj g0 an d 

the hills; and all nations shall stream unto it, an ,. ^ trans E. J- 

say: "Come, let us go up to the Mount of Jajee » • ’ church even 
Kissane). It is interesting to note that the prop e Hasseveldt, 

more clearly than they did Christ. See St. Augustine In psalm. , 

op. cit., 60. 
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80. The translation used for this passage is that of the Confratmn » 
Testament (Paterson, 1941). Fr. Kleist’s translation renders the true ^ 
and thus makes the passage useless as the basis for an objection. ° nicanin 8» 

81. See G. Huarte, "Quomodo ecclesia Christi, quae visibilis 

esse objectum fidei,” Greg (1922), 78; Msgr. Joumet (op. cit D ’ c£? SSil 
writes: ’ *' p ’ ^1) 

When the divine virtue passed through the human nature of Ch 1 
bring grace and truth to the sinners among whom he lived th ^ l ,° 
though it remained essentially mysterious, it embodied itself fn snae"’ a 
time, and became in a measure manifest, on account of the visible ° ” nd 
it borrowed. Thus too, the same mysterious virtue of which to-dav? 
Church is formed in the world, having come from its source in the Tri > 
and passed through the human nature of Our Lord now glorified a 
ascended into heaven, continues, by passing through the hierarchy t 
incarnate itself in space and time and to make itself in a measure visible 
by reason of the means whereby it enters into sensible contact with us It 
is thus invisible and mysterious in its inner depths, but visible and evident 
up to a point in virtue of the sensible vesture with which it clothes itself 
in order to reach us. 

We need no faith to perceive the sacramental signs and the jurisdictional 
organization of the Church. Faith will be needed, however, to recognize 
that these signs and this organization are the envelope of a hidden 
divine, and ever-active virtue, without which the very being and existence 
of the Church would soon founder into nothingness. That is the mystery 
we confess when we say, in the words of the Nicaeo-Constantinopolitan 
Creed: “I believe in the apostolic Church.” We believe-it is a truth of 
faith revealed in Scripture—that a supernatural virtue penetrates the 
hierarchy, the apostolic body, for the forming of the Body of Christ in 
die world. 

let, however mysterious in itself, the divine virtue that forms and main¬ 
tains the Church is revealed, inadequately no doubt, in one of its effects: 
the marvellous permanence of the Church. To anyone who is alive to the 
impermanence and fragility of all known societies, the uninterrupted sub¬ 
stantial continuity of the Church, in die midst of the revolutions of the 
Western world, must surely seem a sociological fact for which no natural 
explanation will suffice. The permanence of the Church under one same 
hierarchy is not a mystery to be seen only by die eye of faith; it is a fact 
verifiable in history; and its miraculous character bears witness to the 
divine origin of the Church. 


( 18 ) 


Article II 


WHY THE CHURCH? 


Proposition: The Church was founded in order that through it 
and in it the Christian religion would be practiced 
and men would be made holy. 

Proof: 1. from Christ’s commission to the aposdes: 

a. to preach the gospel; 

b. to administer the sacraments; 

c. to instruct people in His precepts. 

2. from the mission of the Church as a continuation of 
Christ’s. 

S cholion 1: It follows from all the above that the Church is a 
religious, spiritual, supernatural society. 

S cholion 2: It follows, too, that the Church is the religion of 
Christ in concrete form. 
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Article II 


WHY THE CHURCH? 


15 Proposition: The Church was founded in order that through 
in it the Christian religion would be practiced and men. 
be made holy. ould 

This proposition is certain. 

Now that the fact of the Church’s institution has been estab 
hshed, its purpose must be studied-not its ultimate purpose, about 
which there can be no question, but its immediate and special pur 
pose. This purpose includes two elements, but they are so inti¬ 
mately conjoined as to be practically inseparable: the practice of 
the Christian religion and the sanctification of mankind. 

Under the heading of the practice of the Christian religion are 
included the preaching (safeguarding, explanation, presentation) 
and profession of Christ’s teaching, the celebration of Christian 
rites (sacrifice and sacraments), the instruction of people in Chris¬ 
tian morality, and the actual living of life according to the norms 
imposed by this teaching. 

The supernatural sanctification of mankind is accomplished in 
no other way than by the practice of the Christian religion; people 
become holy by professing the Christian faith, by taking part in 
Christian rites, and by obeying Christian precepts. However, the 
oliness to be attained in this life is attained with a view to the 
bliss of the life to come. It follows, then, that the Church has a 
further purpose, eternal salvation itself. 

The statement of the proposition contains the words through 
ai T * n lt > for [t is through the efforts of the Church ( or more ex- 
p ici \, of its official personnel) that Christ’s religion is preserved 
an practiced by the members of the Church. Again, it is through 
ie active influence of the Church (of its official personnel) that 
the members of the Church are made holy. 

e ^ a fican Council indicates the Church’s purpose in the fol¬ 
lowing words: “The eternal Shepherd and Bishop of our souls 
determined to found a holy Church in order that He might extend 
the salutary work of redemption throughout all ages .” 1 Of course 
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work of redemption as perpetuated by the Church is not the 
o Vmotion itself. It is not the offering of the price, which was the 
rsonal task of Christ Himself (Heb. 10:14), but rather the 
Plication of the Redemption, which application consists in the 
sanctifi cation of mankinc ^ throu &h *h® practice of the Christian 
religi° n - 

proof: * 16 

1 Christ gave the Church’s pastors no other commission than 
that of preaching the gospel, of administering the sacraments, and 

of instructing p eo pl e in His precepts: “Go, therefore , and initiate 

°ll nations in discipleship: baptize them . . . teach them to observe 
“all the commandments I have given you (Matt. 28:17-20; see John 
20-23). Consequently, all He expected of the peoples to whom He 
sent the apostles was that they accept His teaching, use His rites, 
and obey His commands: “He that believes and is baptized will be 
saved; but he that does not believe will be condemned' (Mark 
16 -16) But it is in precisely that way that the practice of the 
Christian religion is realized. The purpose of the Church, accord¬ 
ingly is the practice of this religion. And a simultaneous conclusion 
is that the Church has as its purpose also the sanctification of man¬ 
kind For, granting the obvious fact that the honor of God is the 
ultimate goal which the Christian religion has always in view, the 
practice of this religion has no other purpose than to make men 

h0l 2. The Church’s purpose is to continue Christ’s misjiom 
“As the Father has made me his ambassador so 'am nwk. 
my ambassadors ” (John 20:21; see Luke 10: )• u g 

Christ’s mission was the sanctification °f ma n .. , in-10V 
that they may have life, and have it in abundance (Jota 10. I. 
“After all, it is the mission of the Son of Man to 
what is lost" (Luke 19:10; see Matt. 1:21). 

purpose is the sanctification of mankind; an 1S ‘ or -ded bv 
plished only through use of the means P resc " ® a h con clusion 
Christ, i.e., by the practice of the Christian rehgron. The concl 

is evident. 

S cholion 1. It follows from all the above that the Church is a 
religious, spiritual, supernatural society. . t 

Societies are classified especially on the basis 
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which they aim, and so we distinguish political societies, econo mic 
societies, literary societies, etc. But the purpose for which the 
Church was founded is something religious, spiritual, and super, 
natural. The conclusion is evident. And so the Church is quite 
different from a civil society, which seeks to advance the temporal 
welfare of its citizens. This is what Christ meant when He said, 
“My kingdom is not a worldly one’ (John 18:36; see Luke 12:14)’ 
i.e., it is not a kingdom like those which earthly kings govern; its’ 
purpose is not limited to the sphere of the temporal; it is not a 
political kingdom: "Give ear, then, Jews and Gentiles; listen, all 
kingdoms of the earth: I do not stand in the way of your exer¬ 
cising sway over tin's world.” 2 One can see at the same time that 
the spiritual character of the Church does not at all militate against 
its being an external, visible society. In the words of Leo XIII 
“From the point of view of the Church’s ultimate purpose and of 
the proximate causes by which it produces holiness, it is definitely 
spiritual. On the other hand, from the point of view of the people 
who make it a cohesive group and of the actual rites which are 
productive of spiritual gifts, it is an external and necessarily con¬ 
spicuous society.” 3 
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Scholion 2. It follows, too, that the Church is the religion of Christ 
in concrete form. 

One can gather from what has been said that the Church and 
the religion of Christ, though logically distinguishable, are as a 
matter of fact absolutely inseparable. For Christ Himself so joined 
societ y founded that the one became in- 
l ,I ert y ined and ’ as if were > cemented together with the 
her VMio in faet got from Christ the power and the duty of 

th^naK^ 1S ° ctrine ’ celebrating His rites, and of instructing 
Churchml COm , ma " ds? N ° ne other than the Priors of the 
Thev nrnfc '* n,° e w ^° wan t to practice Christ’s religion? 
IZZZt d : ctrinapreached hy the Church’s pastors, they 
the discinlinir * ” eS par ^ orme< ^ by them, they live according to 

submit to P fteTeacr S ^ d ° W " * them In a ^ ** 

rule of the Church aut ! 10nt > , > to the ritual ministrations, to the 
religion corrmW therefore our Saviour gave expression to His 
and without its min' U?- ^ Ch . urch that a P ar t from that Church 

that religion in its inVerihT’ *** absoIutel y impossible to observe 
«s integrity and to practice it properly.* 

( £ ] 
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Notes 

, restitution De ecclesia ChrLM, Preamble. 

St Augustine Tract. 115 in Joannem 2. 

\ Encyclical S atis cognitum (June 29, 1890). 

A That is why this canon had been prepared for the Vatican ( 
re nnvone should say that the religion of Christ is not extant ai 
ff nv special society founded by Christ Himself, but that it 
! n *7 an d practiced by each person individually without his 
10> !+L,lar attention to whether one society may be His true 
Sim be anathema (See Coll Lac., VII, 570d). 



can be fol- 
paying any 
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Article III 


THE PERPETUITY OF THE CHURCH 


Proposition: In founding His Church, Christ made 
indestructible. 

Proof: I. from the promises of Christ 

2. from the Messianic prophecies 

3. from the testimony of earliest times 
Corollary. 


Article III 


THE PERPETUITY OF THE CHURCH 1 


Proposition : In founding His Church, Christ made it 
indestructible. 

This proposition is certain. 

The present question has to do with the perpetuity of that 
Church which alone was founded by Christ, the visible Church. 
Any society can fail in either of two ways: it can simply cease to 
be or it can become unfit for the carrying out of its avowed aim 
through a substantial corruption. The Church cannot fail in either 
way Since its aim, namely, the supernatural sanctification of man¬ 
kind cannot be achieved except through the proper administration 
and practice of the religion of Christ, the Church would corrupt 
and fall apart if it either abandoned or adulterated Christs religion 
in its dogmatic or moral content. Hence indestructibility comprises 
two elements: (a) that the visible Church will endure until the 
end of the world, and (b) that, right up to the end of time, it 
will keep Christ’s religion incorrupt. “Right up to the end of time 
for as long as there are men wandering about on earth, t ey vvi 
depend for their sanctification on Christ working through His 
Church. After that, the kingdom of glory will take the p ace 
the Church Militant. 

Proof: 

1. From the promises of Christ. "And I, in turn, say toy ^ 
You are Peter, and upon this rock I will build m 5/ '^ ’ jj qws 

gates of hell shall not prevail against it (Matt. • • 

that the Church of Christ, whose stability is 
promise by the mention of its rock foundation (see^ ‘ van- 

can never be vanquished by hostile forces. u ' corrupt* 

quished not only if it ceased to be, but even i i ^ con f err ed 
“Absolute authority in heaven and on ea f UscivUship- 

Won me. Go, therefore, and initiate all nations 
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.. .and teach them to observe all the common I 
given you. And mark: l am with you at all en(s / . 

morld will last" (Matt. 28,18-20). The phra/e ZZ * W * Z 
will last" is a clear reference to tlie end of the Jm)Tf he Wor ‘d 
13:40, 24:3). And so, until tliat day comes, Christ IVi** M »t 
side of the apostles as they teach, sanctify, and rule w be at 4e 
tile side not only of the apostles personally_f or the,, ° ' Vl11 l>e at 
die-but at tlie side also of those who will take ui> th Were , so °“ to 
apostles throughout the centuries and will thusfcT ' VC ”' k ° f tl,e 
one moral person. He will be there, He to whom Ml Wi ‘ h the ™ 
been given. It is, therefore, a truly efficacious , P °' ver has 
here promised. And what will be the aim of ‘m, ? Ce whi ^ is 
cisely that they may teach, sanctify, and rule proneT^ 06 ’’ Pre ' 
absolute promise, there are no strings attached ? J A " d “ is an 
be presumed, either, for there is nrf nul l. a " C n ° ne are 
payment on condition of work performed” here of re 'vard or 
Of safeguarding the meanTm s 1 ? : rather if « a question 
Church will last forever and in anT™' Thercfore ' *e visible 
forever safeguarding the doctrine‘of ST. ^ A . W ‘ U S ° on 
raments, and instructing all peonies in r-’ administenn g His sac- 
The parables of the fiehWlu «. ln HlS prece P ts - 
“•(13:47-50) imply thefamf ^ and of the 

* : ** the - 
assert that the kingdom^^ £ further P™f. They clearly 
^a kngd The angel who announced pk T be everiaa «"g a " d 
bowing prophecy “An,! ,i 1 Grists conception repeated 

Z°eZ^! at t r D “^ £Jm b et d C ° d “« b?m ‘be 

The kingdom 0 ^ kingshi P there will hr" ° Uer the house °f Iacob 
is none 1? T* which Me* " T ^ ( Lu ^ ItBMS). 
pression to His reli^ C Jl Urch in which (S ?® rcise His kingship 
it would bv thaf gl ° n ' But the Chur u nSt gave concr ete ex- 
3- TeXonu 7* f * Ct ce ^ to be thll *? beca ™ corrupt, 
proofs. Both the 'aoZt] earlieSt Urnes corrobf d ? m ° f tbe Messias - 

Church indestructible the earliest fattf^ 5 the fore g° in g 

divine promises on th- d S ° the y must ha ^ consid ered the 
U ^bhkinJom^T^ apoltlT ^ aware of the 
wdl be celebratedChurch “an 

U:26 )- To quote justaiS^ C ° mes tothe Eucharist 
] " f6W 0f *• fatherl y* WorId (I Cor. 

(26) • ^tius says, “The 
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Lord permitted myrrh to be poured on his head that He might 
breathe incorruption upon the Church” (Ephesians 17. 1. ACW 
trans.) St. Athanasius, in explaining the words of the Psalm: 
“His throne shall be like the sun before me,” writes: 

Take the throne of Christ to mean the Church, for it is therein 
that He dwells. Hence the Church will go on enlightening the 
world with its brilliance and existing forever, just like the sun 
and the moon (In Psalm. 88:38). 

And St. Jerome: 

We understand accordingly that the Church can be stricken 
with persecutions right up to the end of the world but can 
never be overthrown; it can be attacked, but never overcome. 
And this will be, because the Lord God almighty, its [the 
Church’s] God, promised that He would see to it, and His 
promise is the very law of nature. 4 

Corollary 

There is no reconciliation possible between the divine promises 
guaranteeing the indestructibility of the Church and the following 
heterodox notions. (1) Calvin taught that the Church of Christ 
under the papacy did not completely cease to be, but that it none¬ 
theless collapsed so wretchedly that there was nothing left but the 
foundations and a heap of rubble. 6 (2) The Synod of Pistoia 
asserted that “in these last centuries a general pall of obscurity 
has been spread over the most important truths, truths w ic 
concern religion and which are the very foundation of the faith 
and of the moral teaching of Jesus Christ.” Pius VI declared this 
statement heretical. 6 (3) Many religious systems have, at different 
times and under various guises, predicted a new Church an im¬ 
proved system of salvation, a more lavish effusion of the Holy 
Spirit. Such were, among others, the Gnostics, Montamsts, Cathan, 
Anabaptists, Quakers, Swedenborgians, Irvingites, Latter Day 
Saints etc 7 (4) The Modernists claim that the Church, like every 
other natural society, is subject to the laws of continuous evolution, 
and that the monarchical and autocratic structure of the Church, 
based as it is on a common error of the ancients about the Church s 
direct divine institution, can and must give way to a democratic 
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structure in accord with the demands of the modern mentality; an d 
furthermore, that the Church, by stubbornly clinging to unchange¬ 
able dogmas, is unequal to the task of effectively safeguarding the 
gospel ethic. 8 


Notes 


1. See above, Art. 1, note 31. 

2. See C. Joumet, op. cit., p. xxvii: 

Looked at in this way, the Church is composed of just men and sinners. 
But that statement needs further precision. The Church contains sinners! 
But she does not contain sin. It is only in virtue of what remains pure and 
holy in them, that sinners belong to her—that is to say in virtue of the 
sacramental character of Baptism and Confirmation, and of the theological 
habits of faith and hope if they still have them. That is the part of their 
being by which they still cleave to the Church, and are still within her. 
But in virtue of the mortal sin which has found its way into them and 
fills their hearts, they belong chiefly to the world and to the devil. "Me 
who commits sin is of the devil” (I John iii. 8 ). . . . 

Thus the frontier of the Church passes through each one of those who call 
themselves her members, enclosing within her bounds all that is pure and 
holy, leaving outside aU that is sin and stain, “more piercing than any 
two-edged sword and reaching unto the division of the soul and the spirit, 

o the KwVh discemln 8 the thoughts and intents 

of the heart (cf. Heb. iv. 12). So that even here below in the davs of 

chatefZ 8 'cwt? h V f the evil and sin at war in ead > °" e h “ 

her nSe hfllv C ra h fe™ 11 ra " al " s imoaculate; and we can apply to 
the EpLm Vv' r S ” 8e of the £ P istle lo 
himsei? up™ «•' thtth. mST al “ loved '^ Church and delivered 
water in the word of life- that he 2 *’ cleans,n 8 f V the laver of 

2^3 blTZV'ZZ 

<*• Louis, 1914). 

4. In Amos (conclusion) ' ' 71:5 - 7 i Lai. 9:6-7; Dan. 2:44. 

5. Institutes of the Christian Religion l V n It 

?: -e DB 1501. 

‘ he " “ ^ * a decree Larnentabili, prop. 52, 


CHAPTER II 


The Church’s Nature 


Article I 

THE CHURCH AS A HIERARCHICAL SOCIETY 


I. Errors: 

1. Protestants 

2. Modernists 

3. Synod of Pistoia 


II. The Church of Christ is a Hierarchical Society: 

Proposition 1: Christ established a sacred authority in His 
Church when He directly bestowed on the 
college of the apostles the power to teach, to 
function as priests, and to rule. 

Proof: 1. from Christ’s words; 

2. from the apostles’ manner of acting. 

Some Objections Answered 

Scholion: Charismatic* and co-workers of the a P os I “' 
Proposition 2: It was Christ’s will that the sacred mhng 
power which had begun in the apostolic col- 
lege should continue forever. 

Proof: 1. from the indestructibility of the Church; 

2 from Christ’s explicit premise; 

3. from the apostles’ manner o “* m 8- 

PnoPOsmoN 3. ^ ^ ^ college of 

Proof- 1 indirect testimony of the earliest records; 

'■ 9 dir ect formal testimony of these records. 

c h linn 1 Therefore the individual or monarchical ep.s- 
' copate takes its origin from the apostles. 
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Scholion 2. This same episcopate comes, not o 1 

apostles, but, through the apostle, fl fr ° m 
Himself. ’ 111 Christ 

Scholion 3. What of St. Jeromes remarks? 

III. Theological Corollaries on Extent and Nature nf n 
Conferred on Church's Rulers: * °Wer 

1. Temporal punishment 

2. Tlie powers of orders and of jurisdiction. 
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CHAPTER I 


The Church’s Nature 


The preceding chapter demonstrated the fact that Christ 
founded a Church for a specific supernatural purpose and that this 
Church enjoys a promise of perpetuity. The stage is thus set for a 
close study of its nature. For this latter depends both on the social 
structure which the Church received from its Founder and on the 
purpose for which He founded it. Now because of the way our 
Lord set it up, the Church is a hierarchical society: Article I; and 
a monarchical society: Article II. 


Article I 

THE CHURCH AS A HIERARCHICAL SOCIETY 1 

An association in which all the members enjoy basically equal 23 
rights of authority, so that no individual may exercise authority 
without being commissioned thereto by the others (as is the case 
especially in voluntary associations)—such a society is called equa 
or democratic. But if the running of the society belongs by special 
right to one or a few of the members, then the society is called 
unequal. If it is a sacred society, it can be called a hierarchically 
constituted society, or simply a hierarchical society, for hierarchy 
(hierh arcU) etymologically signifies sacred rule 2 Consequently 
if there exists within the Church a group of men distinct from the 
other members, and if this group wields a sacred power by dmne 
right (i.e., not from any delegation by the Church but from the 
institution of Christ ftimself), then the Church w,ll be an unequal 
or hierarchical society. 

I. Errors 24 

1. With the exception of the Anglican High Church all Pro¬ 
testants in general deny that there is any hierarchy wh.'h can 
claim establishment by divine right. Accordmg to them, all Chns 
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bans are equal in the matter of spiritual power, since asid 
the "royal priesthood,” in which all share, there is in the New 1°^ 
no priesthood strictly so called. Among the Protestants, those 
act as ministers of the divine word and the sacraments, and it 
wise those who administer the affairs of the churches, fill C cv * e ' 
set up by the Church itself, not by Christ. At the most, some 1 
that the church has a divine commission to set up such offi ^ 
2. In like manner, Modernists deny that there is any hierar^ 
of divine right. When one disentangles all their involved V erbi° ^ 
one discovers that they attribute the whole setup of the Church?' 
natural evoludon: “The elders who performed the task of watch° 
ing over the meetings of the Christians were appointed bv th« 
apostles as priests and bishops to provide for the necessary man- 
agement of the growing communities, but not precisely to ner 
petuate the mission and power of the apostles”; and “Dooms' 
sacraments, hierarchy-as far as both the idea and the reality are 
oncemed-are only interpretations and evolutions of the Christian 
consciousness, which took the tiny seed hirldon in ti , 

*** * --w- » JnZLSZSj?. 

directly to fhe" whof PiS ' 0i ° * aUght Sacred power was 
gated b6lieVerS ’ W ' lich in hlr " de,e ‘ 
then the Church X ar^nnTT “ “ » his be admitted ' 
the Christian populace Pius VI ^ * ools and servants of 

ical. It is still the view of the I demned ,his doctrine as heret- 
lew of Jansenists in Holland. 

authority hr His Church t ^* HunseIf “tablished a sacred 

S tZ ed u Uth ° rity in His Church 
TkeZ apost,es tke 

*cietyTe h ’ by ,he ins ''ta P trof tl °het™ S I l he general truth that 

c^ n e d pa^ ir bich some is an un ^ ua ' 

Part states precisely who wp/ rs are governed. 
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the others and what powers put them in a class apart. A proof of 
this latter statement will suffice. 

The power to teach is the right and the duty to set forth Chris¬ 
tian truth with an authority to which all are held to give internal 
and external obedience. 

The power to function as priests or ministers is the power to 
offer sacrifice and to sanctify people through the instrumentality 
of outward rites. 

The power to rule or govern is the power to regulate the moral 
conduct of one’s subjects. Since this power is exercised chiefly 
through legislation and then through judicial sentences and pen¬ 
alties, it comprises legislative, judicial, and coercive powers. 4 The 
power to pass judgment and to punish is a necessary complement 
of the power to make laws, for all by themselves, laws usually 
have little effect. They must be bolstered by courts and by 
penalties. 

The threefold power to teach, to function as priests, and to rule 
corresponds to the threefold office with which Christ as man was 
invested, for He was Prophet, Priest, and King. 5 And so, by bestow¬ 
ing on the apostles the aforesaid threefold power, He made them 
sharers in the same powers which He (in His human nature) re¬ 
ceived from the Father, although not in the same fulness. 

We frequently mention in this connection the college of the 
apostles; the aforementioned powers were given to the apostles, 
not as to so many individuals having no ties one with the other, 
but inasmuch as they constituted a unit, a “college ” Indeed, why 
would Christ, who wanted to found one Church, have given the 
power to rule to eleven men completely independent of one an¬ 
other? This matter will be treated explicitly in Article II. 

Finally, the sacred power was conferred on the apostolic college 
directly. This rules out the opinion of the Synod of Pistoia men¬ 
tioned above. . . f . 

The proposition is a dogma of faith, as we know from vanous 
definitions of the Church. See the Council of Trent, Sew. 23, c-4. 
the Vatican Council, constitution De ecclesia. Preamble (DB 9 , 
1821 ). 

Proof: 

1 From Christ’s words, (a) For all three powers at once: * As 
the Father has made me his ambassador, so I am making you my 
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ambassadors” (John 20:21). Christ had been sent bv tl 
as a prophet (teacher), as a priest, and as a king. He now^ * ?at * ler 
to the apostles the offices and the powers which He had t,ans ^ ers 
in sending them forth to make disciples, to baptize and rGCeived > 
and to regulate the moral conduct of the disciples (Matt 28-1^^’ 
(b) For each power separately: the power to teach • ", q 0 . l9 )- 

whole world and preach the gospel to all creation. He that hit ^ 
and is baptized will be saved; he that does not believe ZnT 
condemned ” (Mark 16:15-16). The priestly power■ "Do Z ** 
my memories:- (Luke 22:19), and: "Whenever you remit ZZ ? 
ms they are remitted; when you retain anyone’s sins the 
retamed- (John 20:23). The power to rule: "1 tell youwithZZ 
ance, whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven- ZZ 
ever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven” (Matt i 8 im 
There can be no doubt that it is a question „f “, 18J8) ' 

the texts cited. That this power is bestowed nm f al p ° wer in 
lately but on the apostles alone is clear from th° f 
words are addressed exclusively to thp a f i.*® [? Ct tIiat 1116 
those men of whom ChZ Tl , ap ° StoIlc colle Se, i.e., to 
before, and whom He had trrinpT G * peClaI clloice a long time 
was to entrust to them. 0 Wlth E VIew to the dutie s He 

general terms thaMhly 'b^TZqvZed^^i 7 • ^ Th0y aSSGrt in 
apostolic ministry (Acts 1.551 Tfl® ministr 'J (Acts 1:17), an 
™bord imtes of chr . st Qnd to be esteemed as 

4-1), to whom God has entrusted Z ^ Series (I Cor. 

• • . entrusting to us the messavp nf ™ W ™ ln tory of reconciliation 
-men, therefore, who are carnin/ onalmion (XI Cor. 5:18-20) 
it were exhorting through theL “ miSSion for Christ > Cod as 
•r urthermore l b ^ f-T-, 

claim for themselves each oTthlffireT'T by W ° rds or b y deeds - 

16-20° '"°a But tfle ’ J went f°rih and a “ re ' nenh ' one d offices. That 
l 0 2 °L7 ActS 5:42; 10:42); "But fZ Z ^rtjwhere (Mark 
eZd r ZT** m 'J oZe aZZ ^ life « nothing . . . 
ZbomCoT the Z d *■», to hear t, Str!/ 7 »“* » 

ZtZrZTontZ* ° f the ZZTdtt G °° d NCWS 
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burden upon you but this indispensable one, that you abstain from 
things sacrificed to idols and from blood and from what is strangled 
and^from immorality.” 0 And the apostles claim for themselves not 
only legislative power, but judicial as well: As for me, though 
absent in body, 1 am present in spirit, and have already, as if 
vresent, reached the decision . . . to deliver this man to Satan for 
the destruction of his corrupt tendencies that his spirit may attain 
salvation on the day of the Lord Jesus (I Cor. 5:3-5); and coercive: 
What is your choiceP Shall I come to you provided with a rod, or 
with love, with a spirit of gentleness? 10 

Objections: 

Christ did not establish any hierarchy, for: (1) He expressly 
forbade any one of His disciples to consider himself greater than 
the others or to lord it over the others: They also had a discussion 
among them as to which one in their group should be considered 
the greatest. He said to them: “The kings of the Gentiles lord it 
over them, and their princes have themselves styled benefactors. 
That must not be your way! No, the greatest in your group must 
be like the youngest, and the leader like the servant (Luke 
22:24-26). And so, (2) both St. Peter and St. John ascribe the title 
holy priesthood to all Christians without distinction (I Pet. 2:5, 9; 
Apoc. 1:6); and (3) St. Paul teaches accordingly that the sacred 
ministers exercise their office only as the result of being in some 
way delegated thereto by the faithful: All things belong to you, 
whether it is Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas (I Cor. 3:22). 

Answer to 1: Our Lord wanted to eliminate from His followers 
not authority, but arrogance in the exercise of authority and pride 
in general. That is why He set Himself up as a model of humility, 
even though He enjoyed the fulness of authority: 11 m l am in your 
midst like a waiter in attendance” (Luke 22:27). 

Ansxver to 2: St. Peter and St. John attribute a priesthood to all, 
but a priesthood in the broad sense, by virtue of which all offer 
“spiritual,” i.e., not strictly official, sacrifices; namely, prayers and 
good works. How little the alleged texts rule out a priesthood m 
the strict sense, reserved for certain definite persons, is especiaUy 
evident from the fact that Cod had said to all the Israelites rndis- 
criminately: “ You shall be to me a kingdom of priests (Exod. 
19:6). And yet He had set apart among the chosen people a specific 
class of men to whom were reserved the official funchons of the 
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priesthood. It is not difficult to see that the apostles all 
these words of the Old Testament to indicate that in the Ch *° 
people was perfectly realized what God had once affirmo l r ban 
nation of Israel. 18 ( of 

Anstver to 3: St. Paul states this one fact, that eccles' 
offices were established for the benefit of the faithful. The 13Sbca * 
from which the text is lifted makes this quite clear. COn text 

Scholion. Charismatics and co-workers of the apostles. 

1. In the first years charismatics contributed in no little de 
t0 die building up of the Church. These were men who had beT 
endowed by God with various extraordinary gifts- the gift f 
knowledge, of prophecy, of tongues,” etc. These charismata fa 
such) held no real authority in tire Church, did not belong to the 
uerarchy, but on the contrary were subject to the real rulers of the 

1 : e " * e apostlcs ' even in what concerned the use of their 
chansms in the meetings of the faithful (I Cor 14-2^30. TW« 
Protestants were therefore quite wrong who taught tint the be 

-y SiStSTi 4 - a " 1 M k “" “«"«l 

men in this primTtiv^^who^oiTh W f G definitely some 

college, nonetheless performed f ^ n0t members of the apostolic 
armed with a s^oZ.te^ ^ 

deacon preached and 1 / a ’ 0r exam P^ e > that Philip the 

With the P apostles,teroTero'^ ^ 

the Council of Jerusalem (Acts 15-9 (Tot together for 

these men were at times nrw * \ \ But although 

ceived their actual office and no ^ ^ ^ communit y, they re- 
*e faithful, bu, from the al^T " 0t the of 

for the deacons; and from Acts u.ooV" ? from Acts 6:1-6” 
ey held a position subordinate to7b t°V c 6 e * ders ' Furthermore, 
fact backs up our conclusion that the f ° f 7° a P° stIes ” This very 
a power which they had received fromT^ 5 enioyed reaI P ower - 
rcise their power personally but tb ^ ^ or not on ^ y they 
~-ous co-workers' ^ also dela ga‘ed part of that 

ment of the hierarchy through'thp 6 ’ W f let *’ er or not the develop- 
was effected by the apostles ^t Cb^Tco ^ lower ^ers 
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suffice. It is clear that after the Resurrection, our Lord instructed 
the apostles in matters concerning His Church: . . . appearing to 
them throughout forty days and discussing matters pertaining to 
the kingdom of God (Acts 1:3). What precisely He enjoined upon 
them is not recorded in Scriptures and so will have to be inferred 
from the activities of the apostles and the traditions of the ancients. 

But from the nature of the case it seems quite probable that the 
general plan for the organization of the churches is to be attributed 
ultimately not to the apostles but to Christ Himself. 

Proposition 2: It was Christ’s will that the sacred ruling power 30 
which had begun in the apostolic college should continue 
forever. 

This proposition is concerned with the same threefold power 
which we have proved to have been given to the apostles. It asserts 
that this power was granted by Christ with the following stipula¬ 
tion: that it be handed on to an endless line of successors. We are 
not concerned at the moment with the subordinate co-workers of 
the apostles. The only point to be proven here is that it was Christ’s 
will that the apostolic college should continue forever, in such a 
way that there would always be in the Church a body of men 
invested with that threefold power which the apostles enjoyed. This 
thesis is a dogma of faith , as we know, e.g., from the Council of 
Trent, Sess. 23, c. 4 (DB 960). 

Proof: 31 

1. From the indestructibility of the Church. Christ willed that 
His Church should last until the end of time, and in an incorrupt 
state (nos. 19 fif.). Therefore He wanted all those things to last 
forever without which the perpetuity of the Church would be 
impossible. But the Church as He founded it is completely depen¬ 
dent on die teaching, priestly, and ruling powers of the apostles. 

The conclusion is clear. 

Proof of the minor. 10 The Church depends essentially on the 
teaching, priestly, and ruling powers of the apostles. For the fol¬ 
lowing factors determine its very existence: that all profess the 
doctrine which the apostles taught; that all take part in the same 
rites which they used to celebrate; and that all obey their rule. 

If the preaching, priestly ministration, and government of the 
apostles were to stop, the Church would by that very fact immedi- 
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ately vanish. To put it another way, remove the chains which bi 
into unity that society which we call the Church, and that unitv 
that society, would disperse and come to naught. lty> 

2. From Christ’s explicit promise. When our Lord gave the 
apostles their definitive mission to teach, sanctify, and rule He 
went on to say, in the clearest of terms: “ And mark: I am with uo 
at all times as long as the world will last” (Matt. 28:20). But how 
could He possibly be forever present to the apostolic college in 
tlie work of teaching, sanctifying, and ruling, unless that college 
itself were to last forever; unless the apostles were to have a never- 
ending line of successors in their work as teachers, priests, and 
rulers? 

3. From the apostles manner of acting. There can be no doubt 
that the apostles understood the mind of their Master, and so if 
they themselves transmitted their threefold power to their succes¬ 
sors, we must of course conclude that they were carrying out the 
Lord’s will in this matter. As a matter of fact, the apostles did take 
care to appoint men to succeed them. 

, canonical Scriptures there is, e.g., the case of Timothy, 

vhom Paul, precisely because he senses the nearness of his own 
*2? 1 0 Ca 7 out ™ nistr y carefully: But as for yourself, 

Zk^^rf f ' C Tf hd in dl . thingS > hear *** Patiently, 

me I am alreadii7 i *** Z os P el > discharge your ministry. As for 

eluded the Offices of teachine of ti, N T ™° V* ministry in- 
(1) The office of teaching- pf ea i Z pnesthood > and of ruling. 
out of season. Concince*’rebuhe k exhort'Zf Urg f"* in season ’ 
tience and teaching, for a time will P f W “ h P er f ect P a ~ 

sound doctrines (2) The nfTe t,i* w ^ en they will not endure 
impose hands on anu one It t- C ° ^J lnest hood: Do not hastily 
DO no, listen KanacZalllZ ^ (3 > ^ °f ruling: 

<«%— 

confirmed in faith by the word of p"2* C > st ' as well as 
equipped with the fullness of the Holv°c’• * hey went forth - 
06 Ho >y Spint. to preach the 
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good news that the Kingdom, of God was close at hand. From 
land to land, accordingly, and from city to city they preached, 
and from their earliest converts appointed men whom they had 
tested by the Spirit to act as bishops and deacons for the 
future believers. . . . 

Our Apostles, too, were given to understand by our Lord Jesus 
Christ that the office of bishop would give rise to intrigues. For 
this reason, equipped as they were with perfect foreknowledge, 
they appointed the men mentioned before, and afterwards laid 
down a rule once for all to this effect: when these men die, 
other approved men shall succeed to their sacred ministry. Con¬ 
sequently, we deem it an injustice to eject from the sacred 
ministry the persons who were appointed either by them [the 
apostles], or later, with the consent of the whole Church, by 
other men in high repute. 18 

Quotations from other early witnesses will appear in the proof of 
the next proposition. 

Scholion. The personal prerogatives of the apostles. 

It was stated above, and with deliberate caution, that Christ 
willed the transmission, from the apostolic college to an endless 
line of successors, of the threefold power of teaching, sanctifying, 
and ruling. But not every single thing which God granted the 
apostles was to be handed down to their successors. The apostles 
exercised, as it were, a twofold function, that of the apostolate and 
that of the pastorate or episcopate. They were first and foremost 
apostles (taking this word in its strict sense), i.e., legates commis¬ 
sioned by God to promulgate all of His revelation, and to start or 
set up Christ’s Church. Then, secondarily, so to speak, they were 
the first pastors of the Church to which they had given form. It is 
readily understandable that the apostolic office demanded certain 
prerogatives which the pastoral office as such did not require. 
Therefore, as apostles, each of them had (a) a direct divine mis¬ 
sion to carry out both of the aforementioned tasks all over the 
world. Furthermore, ( b ) they enjoyed the charisms (1) of revela¬ 
tion, (2) of infallibility (in matters pertaining to their mission), 
and (3) of miracles. 

The apostolate was, to begin with, by its very nature an extra¬ 
ordinary gift, confided to these men alone. 19 The gifts conferred 
on them by reason of their apostolate did not pass to subsequent 
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pastors of the Church, since they were not simply, and in 
respect, successors of the apostles, but only in the pastoral oft** 
But the essence of the pastoral office consists precisely i n the tlj ’ 
fold power of teaching, of the priesthood, and of ruling. Ge ~ 

Proposition 3: The sacred rule which began with the coUgp 
the apostles continued on in the college of bishops. ° 

This proposition is a step nearer the question of precisely which 
men in the ancient Church were in fact the apostles’ successors in 
the pastoral office. Note that the title successor fits only him who 
steps into another’s place in such a way as to receive in its fulness 
the office which the latter had administered. And so, for a man to 
be reckoned a successor of the apostles, it is not enough that some 
one apostolic power be conferred on him (like the power of the 
priesthood, in full or in part). No, he must have the whole ranee 
of power which constituted the apostles pastors of the Church 
The present proposition states furthermore that the apostles’ suc^ 
XT’ “ '| le * ense l ust set forth, were those officials of the Church 
hom all of Christian antiquity, at least from the beginning of the 
second century, caUed bishops - Just as it was a question above 

bisWfor ffie° S f’ 50 iS “ D0W a '3 uesMon of the college of 
bishop is the suecp eSent I j”’ 0p0S1 ' ,0n does not asse rt that each single 
apostolic f„ l CC : : r a “ dua ' but rather that the 

episcopate 8 SU ° Ceeded by the colle g« of bishops or the 

S ess. 23, c. 4 (DB^SO) 8 ^° gma See *be Council of Trent, 

35 Fr °of: 

Powers from th”’aposties^n c eCeiVed their P as ‘oral office and 
tracing back and disco^rtag * V" 0 ^ (1 > by 

rwords, who ruled the Church after the l ° f aac ‘ ent historical 
(2) by gathering together the fori, ) T ^ had died ' and 
coneernuig the successors of the a™ Uef y ° f ^ andentS 

t r~ 

apostles themselves. ’ that these latter g 0 back to the 
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The letters of St. Ignatius Martyr show beyond cavil that, at the 
beginning of the second century in each of the churches of Asia 
Minor, there was, besides the subordinate ministers (priests and 
deacons), one bishop, who functioned as teacher, priest, and ruler. 

St. Ignatius’ manner of expression gives sufficient indication that 
this episcopate was not a novel institution. 21 

Hegesippus journeyed from the East to Rome about the middle 
of the second century, and on the way visited “very many bishops,” 
and found the same doctrine being taught in “each of the episcopal 
lines of succession {en ekast§ diadoche ).” 22 And so in the middle 
of the second century there could be reckoned in many cities 
a line of bishops who had succeeded to the posts of their 
predecessors. 

About 180 a.d. St. Irenaeus, “since it would be very tedious 
to list the lines of succession of all the churches,” drew up the list 
of the Church of Rome alone, tracing it from Sts. Peter and Paul to 
Eleutherius, who “now holds the episcopate in the twelfth place 
from the apostles” (Adversus haereses iii. 3. 2-3). The same 
Irenaeus tells us that the holy apostles handed on this Roman 
episcopate to Linus, and that St. Polycarp had been appointed 
Bishop of Smyrna by the apostles (i.e., by St. John; ibid. 3-4; 
see Tertullian De praescriptione 32). 

Tertullian writes that, in the churches instituted by St. John, 
the line of bishops, when traced to its origin, stops with St. John, 
who began it (Adversus Marcionem 4. 5). 

Clement of Alexandria relates how St. John, after his return 
from Patmos to Ephesus, sometimes traveled to neighboring 
provinces to appoint bishops (Quis dives 42; cited by Eusebius 
HE 3. 24). 

Origen testifies that St. Ignatius Martyr was the “second after St. 

Peter to be bishop of Antioch” (In Lucam homilia vi). 

Finally, Eusebius gives us, besides the list of Roman pontiffs, 
that of the bishops of Antioch back as far as St. Peter; of Alexandria 
back as far as St. Mark; and of Jerusalem back to St. James, the 
brother of the Lord.” 23 

2. Furthermore, formal testimony establishes the fact that the 36 
early fathers unanimously considered the bishops as successors of 
the apostles. 

St. Irenaeus says that if we want to discover the true tradition 
of the apostles, 
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we can enumerate those who were appointed as bishops * 
churches by the apostles and their successors to our own'd 0 
who never knew and never taught anything resembling 
[that is, the Gnostics’] foolish doctrine. Had the apostles kno 
any such mysteries, which they taught privately and sub 
to the perfect, they would surely have entrusted this teach^ 
to the men in whose charge they had placed the churches F ^ 
they wished them to be without blame and reproach to who^ 
they handed over their own position of authority ~Adnrr<^ 
haereses iii. 3. 1; see QP, I, 301. m 

Elsewhere he mentions “episcopal lines of succession, through 
which they [the apostles] have handed down that Church which 
exists everywhere (ibid. iv. 33. 8). Again, he says of the heretics 
“All these [heretics] are of much later date than the bishops to 
whom tlie apostles entrusted the churches” (ibid. v. 20. 1). 
Tertullian hurls this taunt at the heretics: 


ijLf? Public the origins of their churches; let them 
unroll the scrolls containing their bishops 1 names, tracing the 

Ihefr lt U Sn D rnn aC ^ t0 ** b<!S ?T ing ' in such a ™nner that 
predecessor snnfp y ??i, Seen *° k ave as ^ is cons ecrator and 
days but one who"^ 0 ^ apost or s °meone from apostolic 
Fnr fV - 1 h has P ersever ed in loyalty to the apostles 

work hardest of a^toma^ ^ ^ r ° ther ’ that We wor ^ and must 
been handed down by the"Lo^V* the Unity which haS 

successors” (Epistula 42. 3 ) ° Ug k ^ a P ost ^ es to u s their 

ZSe'ci^s ofMas'cut he ' d Under Stl C yP ri ™ about 

He gave whenlSeientforthHls^'a** 5 C ,]' nSt is quite clear which 
alone the power which He had d? 0stle . s and entrusted to them 
are *eir successors, and we govern'ft/rh” 7 ‘J 16 Father - We 
f the same power.— ML, III, pp Church of God in virtue 

Finnilian, bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia: 
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Therefore, the power of forgiving sins was given to the apostles 
and to the churches which they founded in virtue of a mandate 
from Christ, and to the bishops who succeeded them in their 
office by being ordained thereunto.— Epistula ad Cyprianum, 
see ML, II, 1217. 

St. Jerome: “All [bishops] are successors of the apostles” 
(Epistula 146. 1); and, “With us, the bishops take the place of 
the apostles; with them [the Montanists], the bishop takes third 
place” (Epistula 41. 3). 

St. Gregory the Great: "Indeed, the bishops now take their [the 
apostles’] place in the Church” (In Evangelia homilia 26. 5). 

Scholion 1. Therefore the individual or monarchical episcopate 2 * 37 
takes its origin from the apostles. 

The arguments adduced yield this conclusion also: that the men 
to whom the pastoral office of the apostles passed were, immedi¬ 
ately after the death of the apostles, real bishops; in this sense, 
that they alone, as individuals, governed their individual churches; 
armed with teaching, priestly, and ordinary ruling power. In fact, 
not one of the authorities cited gives even so much as the slightest 
hint of a so-called “plural” or “collegiate” episcopate; many of them 
clearly rule it out. 25 Moreover, the first traces of a monarchical 
episcopate are already discernible in the books of the New Testa¬ 
ment. Several passages in the Acts of the Apostles favor the view 
that James, the brother of the Lord, was the bishop of the church 
at Jerusalem. 26 The pastoral Epistles (those to Timothy and Titus) 
seem to leave little doubt that Timothy exercised the office of 
bishop at Ephesus and Titus in Crete. The “angels of the churches, 
to whom St. John sends letters (Apoc. 1-3), can hardly be other 
than the bishops of those churches. Therefore it is certain that the 
monarchical episcopate takes its origin from the apostles. Further¬ 
more, if it had not been started by the apostles, it would not be 
possible to understand how it could have been foisted on all the 
churches before the middle of the second century (i.e., before 
synods were held, and at a time when the primacy of the Roman 
pontiff made its authority felt quite sparingly). 27 

Once the apostolic origin of the monarchical episcopate has 
been established, it makes little difference whether the apostles 
put a bishop in charge of each of the newly founded churches 
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right from the beginning; or whether they sometimes placed th 
latter in the care-for the time being-of a college of “presbyte^** 
(priests of the first or, according to others, of the second c ] a Jx 
who would rule the faithful as a sort of common council, as del 
gates of and under the watchful eyes of the apostles, until the 
proper time arrived for bishops to be appointed. 28 And so we 
leave to historians and exegetes those questions which concern 
the precise meaning of the names episkopos and presbyteros 
in first century documents; as well as questions concerning the 
primitive organization of the churches while the apostles 
still alive. 28 e 


38 


Scholion 2. This same episcopate comes not only from the apostles 
but, through the apostles, from Christ Himself. 

Christ arranged for the Church to be governed forever bv 
success^ °f the apostles. The latter, following out this direction 

cln rrh 7 N U putlndlvldual bishops in charge of each individual 
church. Now it is altogether reasonable to believe that they were 

Sm S Cert 1V1 T °pf r . als0 when the V th >' s set up “monarchical'' 
hops. Certainly, Chnst personally and directly founded the 
Church; and so He Himself must have determined its essenhal 

sz i, 1 ”'*! «■ -w. 

belongs to this Structure As^a r^Clt hit T7°' primac >') 
assert-at times rather vcm 1 * f fact ’ the earlies t witnesses 

episcopate such as they know h 1 eTj e ^ li citly-th a t the 
is of divine right. ’ ’ monarc hical episcopate, 

their instructions,” and"‘equipped 41 ^ th 6 aP ° StleS ’ “ after receivin S 
knowledge,” took care to selecTcn , ^ Were With perfect fore ‘ 

selves (Epistula prime ad CorinthZTuVu T CetSOa for ,hem ' 

isa* 

13-2); concerning the bishop together with V PW< “ ,a “ d TraUianos 

he says that they were “appointed in T * ^ pricsts and deacons . 
Christ (Epistula ad ThikSelpCtZ , n CC ° rdance w «h the wish of 
elsewhere that “Apart from thZTL T'^' and s ° h c adds 
(Eputula ad TraUianos 3. 1) Now ^ deServes the ™me" 
a legitimate church to esis/ withl^bTshon impossib >e ^ 

shop > etc -. except that it 
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be the fact that Christ Himself had ordered the appointment of the 
bishop (and of priests and deacons)? 

St. Cyprian, after remarking that the Church is founded on the 
bishops, and that every act of the Church is governed by these 
same rulers, adds, “Since this was therefore established by divine 
law, I wonder that some ...” ( Epistula 27, De lapsis). 

St. Basil, writing to his disciple, Chilo, mentions ‘"bishops of 
the churches of God, [bishops] appointed by God” ( Epistula 42. 4). 

Now in truth if the Church is founded on bishops by the order 
of Christ Himself, and if “the Holy Spirit has placed . . . bishops to 
rule the Church of God” (Acts 20:28); then it follows that this 
arrangement is immutable. It is therefore necessary that the Church 
of Christ be ruled until the end of time by the college of bishops, 
each of whom rules over one of the many districts of the Church. 

Scholion 3. What of St. Jerome's remarks? 

St. Jerome apparently contradicts the doctrine just set forth 
when he writes: 

The same person is also priest and bishop, and before the time 
when, under the instigation of the devil, there arose parties in 
the Church, . . . the churches were governed by the council 
of priests. But when each one wanted those baptized by him to 
belong to him and not to Christ, it was decreed in the whole 
world that one of the priests should by election be set over 
the others, and that he should have the care of the whole church 
and suppress the seeds of the schism. Therefore let bishops be 
apprised that they are superior to priests by custom rather than 
by a true decree of the L,oTd.—Commentarium in Epistula ad 
Titum 1. 5; see LZ, I, 352. 

He writes in the same strain elsewhere, when defending priests 
against the encroachments of deacons ( Epistula 146, ad Evan- 
gelum 1). 

These passages are quite difficult, so difficult indeed that some 
authors think that St. Jerome should not be listened to on this 
score, since he departs from the common teaching of the ancients. 
Still, the following remarks may throw some light on the problem. 

If St. Jerome’s words be taken literally, he contradicts even 
himself. For elsewhere he expressly acknowledges that there has 
been a distinction between bishops and priests from the very begin- 
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ning of the Church. He writes, for example, that the apostle 
“ordained bishops and priests throughout each of the provinces” 
(i Commentarium in Matthseum 25. 26-28). Therefore, they Were 
even then distinct orders. The bishops were real, individual 
bishops, for the saint rejects as impossible the supposition of 
several bishops’ ruling in one place. 30 In addition, he himself testi¬ 
fies that at least some of the churches have had monarchical 
bishops right from the beginning. 31 Therefore, unless one is willing 
to grant that the holy doctor contradicted himself, one must give 
his words a more favorable interpretation. In this whole matter it 
must be noted, firstly, that St. Jerome’s aim in both the objection¬ 
able passages was to extol the office of the priest; and, secondly, 
that quite often he let his pen run away with him. In view of this 
his probable meaning would seem to be the following: at first 
bishops and priests were, for all practical purposes, scarcely dis¬ 
tinguishable, since they conducted all their affairs in a spirit of 
fraternal helpfulness. But later custom gave the bishop consider¬ 
able preeminence over his priests not only in right, but also in 
conduct and practice. 32 


III. Theological Corollaries on the Extent and Nature of 
the Power Conferred on the Church's Rulers 
1. Temporal punishment. It was pointed out above (no. 5) 
wh,lh T* t * he P T r ,'° ™' e is Coercive P ower - in “cord with 
mdlin tw'rVrn i againS ‘ lawbreakers ' One must then 
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The governing power which our Lord T S ^ pension - 
universal and consequently embrir^u d , gave Hls a P ost les is 
tribute Ure Church's aitVnd wS S” 8 * 1 ' 

is not at odds with its native 
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character. The Church’s aim is of course spiritual, but everyone 
knows that temporal punishment, too, can contribute most effec¬ 
tively to the carrying out of a spiritual purpose. It can do so by 
inducing the guilty parties to come to their senses and by making 
others think twice before committing a crime. And if capital 
punishment strikes many as being too much at variance with the 
mild and gentle character of the Church, still the same objection 
is not valid for all temporal punishment. In fact the Catholic 
Church has explicitly condemned the doctrine of those who insist 
that “the Church has no right to inflict temporal penalties in dis¬ 
ciplining those who violate her laws.” 34 Accordingly, the Code of 
Canon Law states: “It is the native and strict right of the Church, 
independently of any human authority whatsoever, to discipline 
her refractory subjects with both spiritual and temporal penalties” 
(c. 2214). 

One may object: “If Christ had given His Church the power to 
inflict temporal punishment, He would have provided it with an 
armed force to execute those penalties. But as the matter stands, 
He gave it no soldiery.” The answer is that the Church has the 
right to invoke the aid of secular power to discipline those who 
break her laws. “Both,” says Boniface VIII, “are in the Church’s 
power, the spiritual sword and the material. 35 But the latter is 
to be used in the Church’s behalf; the former is to be wielded by 
the Church. The former is in the hands of the priest, the latter in 
the hands of kings and soldiers, but at the will and with the 
permission of the priest.” 38 But if secular rulers should not come 
to her aid, then God, who gave His Church the assurance of 
indestructibility, will aid her yet more. For further details on this 
matter, consult works by canonists. 87 

A final remark: it is one thing to inquire into the right and 
power of the Church, and quite another to inquire into the 
judicious use of that power. For since the Church received its 
power for constructive rather than for destructive purposes, it 
must adapt, and has always adapted, the exercise of its rights to 
varying circumstances of time and place. Consequently, since the 
character and the needs of our modem times are quite different 
from conditions in the Middle Ages, the Catholic Church’s foes 
have no right to claim that if it were not for the fact that it now 
has no military power it would be exercising its coercive power in 
the same way as it did in centuries past. Does not civil society 
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now proceed in correcting and punishing quite differently from th 
way it did in ages past? And the Church, as history attests, h 6 
always been more gentle than the civil administration. 38 They a*** 
guilt)' of calumny who insist that the Church wants to revive 
those things which were in other circumstances quite just and 
beneficial. 

2. The powers of orders and jurisdiction. The oft-mentioned 
tripartite division of the Church’s power: teaching, priestly and 
ruling, is not the only possible one. There is still another division 
which is at once quite useful and quite common. It divides the 
whole of sacred power into the powers of orders and of juris¬ 
diction. The power of orders is the same as that of the priesthood. 
It has as its immediate object die worship (in the strict sense) 
of God, and also the internal sanctification of souls through the 
infusion of grace. It takes its name from the sacrament of orders 
or sacred ordination, by which it is conferred on a person. 

The power of jurisdiction is the moral power to place others 
under obligation, to bind and to loose, and comprises at once 
the two powers of teaching and ruling.” It has as its immediate 
object the governing of people in the realm of belief (through 
doctanal decrees), and conduct (through disciplinary laws, judi- 

ine hoHnKrir" 3 !? 6 ^-^' 13115 '’ 11 direCts the faithfu l acquir- 
ronf. a tflr0Ugh their °' Vn P ers °nal efforts. This power is 
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jurisdiction of the exte™ T °?- “ paSsing that its division into 
Jurisdiction of t ‘T* “ 
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taken away; and so, all things being equal, it can always be validly 
exercised. Still, the power of orders can be controlled by that of 
jurisdiction to some extent, i.e., in what concerns its legitimate 
use. Accordingly, its exercise can be forbidden by a superior and 
thereby rendered illicit or sinful. 

(3) They differ in their basic nature. The power of orders is 
merely instrumental or ministerial. Since God alone can produce 
grace as its principal, efficient Cause, the official personnel of the 
Church have no proper or native power to do so. They act merely 
as God’s instruments, or, since they are rational beings, as His 
ministers. Consequently, they can impart grace only by performing 
the rites instituted by Christ. The power of jurisdiction, on the 
other hand, involves not merely instrumental, but real principal 
causality. 41 For, although the Church’s rulers may have to set forth 
the teaching and the precepts of Christ, they enjoy also their own 
personal power of teaching and ruling (even though this power be 
given them by another). As regards teachings, they not only 
declare what has been revealed, but use their own prudence in 
deciding the proper time and the precise manner in which they 
will make such declarations. They decide, furthermore, what is in 
harmony with revealed truths; what is directly or indirectly op¬ 
posed to them; and on their own authority they prescribe that 
revealed truths be accepted as the word of God and that matters 
related to these truths be accepted as certainly true. As regards 
ruling, they not only declare what the divine law enjoins, but on 
their own authority they enforce these (divine) precepts, and 
decide when and how they are to be observed. And so it is with 
their own power, and in the capacity of principal agents, that they 
frame laws and inflict penalties. True it is that even in these cases 
they are acting as ministers of Christ, but here their power is not 
merely instrumental. Is there not a great difference between the 
power of a servant who can only make known and put into effect 
the king’s commands, and that of a royal governor sent to rule a 
province? They are indeed both ministers, but the former is 
invested with instrumental power only, the latter with principal 
power as well. It is in the light of the foregoing considerations 
that the power of orders or of the priesthood is often called the 
power of ministry. 

The powers of orders and of jurisdiction may exist separately in 
different persons, but the institution of Christ calls for their being 
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ordinarily and, as a rule, joined in the same person. And thi 
quite fitting: for right order demands that the same ones wh 
sanctify men by imparting grace to them, should also, by e * ° 
casing jurisdiction, guide them towards the production ’of result' 
befitting their holiness. 1 s 


Notes 

1. There is an excellent treatment of this whole matter in A Mert 
De Hierarchie in de eerste eeuw des Christendoms (1908); H Dieckm 
Die Verfassung der Urkirche (1923); I. Salaverri, op. cit., n. 50Q ff .“S’ 
Zapalena, op. cit., p. 173 ff. ’’ A * 

It was only when God, inaugurating the final era of history, chose to nour 
out at last upon men the supreme favours reserved for them from all 
eternity, that He established the Church in its definitive temporal sTatu 
by bunging the regime of visible mediation to its highest point of perfec- 
heln ®. t 1 0nC ® tbe dee P est W and the most effective 

thi ’orpaf 1 He tr u al and tbe most exacting exercise of our faith- 

the greatest joy and help, because there is nothing so connatural to man 
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wun uie created ot omnipotence with ind gence, of eternitv with timp 

send you” (John xx 211 Hmnn *1 S r 6 ^ at her has sent me, so also I 
involves a double visible mediatin & P .^ eCt re S ,me of the Church militant 

the hierarehy -C ,^ e \T P ;rp 6 InCamati ° n ond that of 

than sacred power, it hasby eustom^co et ' -mologlcall >’ signifies nothing other 
wielded by several persons suhn li l ° mGan especia ^y that sacred power 
on that the Churcli ^ °f 0 U nd» ** **"■ We shad -later 
as well. 0Unded as a human organization in the second sense 

4 See c e t„ deCr “ Lament °'’“'. P'op. 50, 54. 

We C J met ’ op ■ ott-* P- 184-6: 

dem^ H 1F ** the i ma 6 is teriurn. Thus"^^^' Ct, ° n the recent docu ‘ 
demned as leading to a system ’ A 28tl ? August 1794 > Pius VI con- 

~ 0n °L the Syood Of Pistoia sfa y tin° n i emn l d as heretical ” the fifth 
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5 See Van Noort, The True Religion, nos. 151-2; and C. Journet, op. cit., 
D . alio, 17-8, 123-4. 

P 0 s ee Luke 6:14; Matt. 10:1 ff.; Mark 6:7 ff.; Luke 9:1 ff. 

7 By the term “apostles” is meant here all the men who were members 
of the apostolic college, even those who were admitted only after Christ's 
Ascension. For just as anyone who had been chosen as an apostle by our 
Lord, during His sojourn on earth, and had later resigned from the college 
(this is a mere hypothesis and does not imply that such a thing could 
actually have happened after Pentecost)—just as such a one would have for¬ 
feited his mission and would have ceased to be an apostle, so too, those who 
were later legitimately (i.e., under the action of God Himself) joined to the 
college of the apostles, are to be considered on the same plane as the others. 
This happened not only in the case of St. Matthias (Acts 1:15-26), but also 
in that of St. Paul, who was chosen by God Himself for the apostolate (Act 3 
9:1-18; see 22:6-16; 26:12-18), received his mission from Him (Acts 13:2-4), 
and was recognized by the other apostles (Acts 9:27; 15; Gal. 1:18-9; 2:9; 
II Pet. 3:15). Some number St. Barnabas among the apostles (in the strict 
sense), while others do not. It is true that he did not see the Lord, but he 
did get his mission directly from God (Acts 13:2-4), and worked in close 
cooperation with the other apostles (Acts 4:36; 9:27; 11:22; 15; Gal. 2:9). 
This may be why he is at times called an apostle in the Scriptures themselves 
(Acts 14:4, 13). It is to be noted, however, that the term is not always used 
in its strict sense in the Acts and Epistles. 

8. Acts 20:24; see I Cor. 9:16; II Thess. 2:15; I Tim. 1:19-20; II Tim. 
2:17-18. 

9. Acts 15:28; see 16:4; I Cor. 11:2; II Thess. 3:14. 

10. I Cor. 4:21; see II Cor. 10:3-8; 13:2,10. 

11. See John 13:13. 

12. See J. C. Fenton, “New Testament Designations of the Church and 
of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 127 ff.; J. E. Rea, “A Note on the Nature 
of the Common Priesthood," AER, 118 (1948), 422 ff.; Pius Xll, Mediator 
Del (Nov. 20, 1947); H. F. Davis, “The Priesthood of the Faithful, ThD, 
1 (1953), 49 ff. 

13. See I Cor. 12:8-11; S.Th., I-II, q. HI, a. 4. 

14. The title “deacons” does not occur here, but there is hardly any doubt 
that the seven men referred to were raised to that order which was later 
called the diaconate. See St. Irenaeus Adversus haereses i. 26. 3; in. 12. 10; 
iv. 15. 1; CCHS, 820d, 828a. 

15. One can understand without difficulty that the apostles might, quite 
frequently, have assigned offices in the Church to men with some charism or 
other. This seems to be the explanation of the fact that the inspired spokesmen 
and teachers who were at Antioch celebrated the sacred liturgy (Acts lo.l— 3). 
However, in the phrase. As they were celebrating the liturgical worship of 
the Lord and fasting, the subject “they” may weU be impersonal, and does 
not necessarily refer to the spokesmen and teachers mentioned in the pre¬ 
ceding sentence. On the other hand, the Didache (10. 6) mentions “prophets" 
who celebrated the Eucharist. 
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16. For those not familiar with formal reasoning processes, it may b e 
to point out that such a process, called a syllogism, consists of two stateme 
called respectively a major and a minor premise, from which a conclu"^’ 
logically follows. Most often, the major is a universally accepted truth „eedl 
no proof. The minor, however, may have to be substantiated by additional 
evidence. 

Major: Every man has a soul. 

Minor: But Christ was a man. 

Conclusion: Therefore, Christ had a soul. 

17. II Tim. 4:2-3; see 2:23-5; I Tim. 4:6-7. 

18. Epistula prima ad Corinthios 42. 3-44. 3; ACW transl. The words 

“when these men die” (edn koimethdsin ), are taken by some as referring to 
the apostles; by others, as referring to the aforementioned bishops- see 
De Katholiek, 119 (1901), 455. However you take these words, St. Clement 
still says that the apostles provided for hierarchical succession, and, indeed 
at the Lord’s command. ’ ’ 


X, i!* In C u b ” ann ' s Peter: Disciple, Apostle, Martyr, translated by Floyd 
V. Filson (Philadelphia, 1952), about which work we shall have more to say 
later this poses a dilemma. In Cullmann’s view, apostolic grace must either 
pensh with the apostles or survive them in its entirety. Catholic teaching 
resolves this dilemma by distinguishing between a mission of the apostles 
o'f Iht Chmc ^ a ° rdmary > noncommunicabl e charism relating to the founding 
Se C louir n p? -tons to its pressrJ. 

L C er, J M Ti95n pTo^ \Z T'ZZ ^ ^ 

p. 127-8: ' P 53 ‘ ldem > Church of the Word, op. cit., 

is attested by a doubk°to aTth"* 1 ” 815 !, 8 "? tIle P ermancn t jurisdiction 
that the Apostles had ° * ° ne h , an '? “ seems “baolutely certain 

the power. £„ ta«Mi rf ^J 0 'T^. Which were t0 <**» them: 

inspired books. On the’ other hand” t, almg new 'revelations or of writing 
Apostles were the first denositaripc of ** Seems ab solutely certain that the 
that was to pass to their surrpecr. & j° We f to teacb the nations, a power 
time. Consequently, there are twr/v 30 . t0 b , e . P er Petuated till the end of 
apostolic: first because the AnosM^^ m W licb the Church is said to be 
founded her and gave her die fir, ’ •“* ^ ° f their °'<hnary powers, 
next because the Apostles bequeathed"!, 1511 T”’ the ^ orien tation; and 
20- We say, “at least hi *7 ” ** P owers - 

there is a great deal of discussion aboTth 8 ^ f® T centur y ” because 
who, m first century documents (the New Te.^ function of those men 
ents Eprtula prima ad Corinthios) f!" 1 ?' the Did ^he, St. Clem- 

diat Ae p ,^ opos and pre A er ** r f ed bishops.- some think (a) 

com ? and sec ond rank; others hold ih) indiscriminately for priests 
enivk °" esignation f° r Priests of the first an 1 ^ tide Vresbyteros was a 
* at hn£ was res tricted to those but that the tide 

that both words refer to priests nf tt! * , 3SS; others > finally think (c) 

HO (1901), 442 ff. ^ ° f *• sec °nd class only. See De KrtLtek, 

A word on die above terminology: a presbyterofth , 
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hat we now know of as a bishop, possessing the fulness of the priesthood; a 
W sbyter of the second class would be a simple priest. See LZ, I, 352-3; P. 
Hughes, A History of the Church, I (New York, 1947), 61-71; T. Zapalena, 
op cit.’, II, 47; Joumet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 80, n. 4. 

21. Epistula ad Ephesios: 

However, since affection does not permit me to be silent when you are con¬ 
cerned, I am at once taking this opportunity to exhort you to live in 
harmony with the mind of God. Surely, Jesus Christ, our inseparable life, 
for His part is the mind of the Father, just as the bishops, though ap¬ 
pointed throughout the vast, wide earth, represent for their part the mind 
of Jesus Christ. 

Hence it is proper for you to act in agreement with the mind of the 
bishop; and this you do. Certain it is that your presbytery, which is a 
credit to its name, is a credit to God; for it harmonizes with the bishop 
as completely as the strings with a haxp.-3. 2-4. 1; see 6 . 

Epistula ad Magnesios: 

But for you, too, it is fitting not to take advantage of the bishop’s youth, 
but rather, because he embodies the authority of God the Father, to show 
him every mark of respect-and your presbyters, so I leam, are doing just 
that: they do not seek to profit by his youthfulness, which strikes the 
bodily eye; no they are wise in God and therefore defer to him-or, rather, 
not to him, but to the Father of Jesus Christ, the bishop of all men.-3. 1. 
Epistula ad Philadelphenses: 

Regarding this bishop I am informed that he holds the supreme office in 
the community not by his own efforts, ... No, he holds it by the love 
of God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.-1. 1. 

Surely, all those that belong to God and Jesus Christ are the very ones 
that side with the bishop; . . . -3. 2 . ir 

Take care, then, to partake of one Eucharist; for, one is the Flesh of Our 
Lord Jesus Christ, and one the cup to unite us with His Blood, and one 
altar, just as there is one bishop assisted by the presbytery and the 

i e cried S out, while in your midst, and said in a ringing voice-God’s voice: 
“Give heed to the bishop and to the presbytery and to the deacons. -7. 1. 
Epistula ad Smyrnaeos: . , , 

You must all follow the lead of the bishop, as Jesus Cbr f . f ° Uo ^ 
of the Father; follow the presbytery as you would the Ap ° sde *’ 
the deacons as you would God's commandment. Let no one do an >y ua S 
touching the Church, apart from the bishop. Let that cehbr.Uon of 
Eucharist be considered valid which is held under the b.shop or anyone 
to whom he has committed it. Where the bishop appears there let the 
neoDle be iust as where Jesus Christ is, there is the Catholic Church. It is 
not ^permitted without authorization from the bishop either to baptize or 

£e who does^anythin'g "without the knowledge of the bishop worships the 
devil.-8.1-9.1. 

All the foregoing excerpts are from the ACW translation. S<* also Epistub ad 
Trallianos 3. 1; 7; Epistula ad Polycarpum Inscription; 6. 1; A Mertens, 
on cit n 284 ff • J C Fenton, “New Testament Designations of the Church 
and of ’its Members,” CBQ. 9 <1947). 275 If.; LZ, I. 421-1; Hughes, op ell.. 
I, 61-71; QP, I, 63-76. 
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22. Eusebius HE 4. 22; see 11. 

23. In the Chronicon and HE; the pertinent passages may he fn„ j 

Franzelin, Theses de ecclesia, p. 271. n in 

24. Some modem writers, especially those outside the Church, make a ]• 

tinction between the monarchical or Unitarian episcopate, i n which* ^ 
episkopos governed his church all by himself; and the plural or college 
episcopate, in which several men, all called episkopoi, ruled a church aft * 
the fashion of a board of directors. Monarchical bishops then would b 
nothing other than bishops in the traditional Catholic sense. But the term 
“monarchical bishop” is to be used discreetly, so as not to cast aspersions 
on the primacy of the sovereign pontiff. For it is now the common custom to 
call him alone the monarch who holds supreme and independent dominion 
See Hughes, be. cit.; J. C. Fenton, “The Apostolicity of the Roman Spa" 
AER, 118 (1948), 444 ff. e ’ 

25. See also H. Dieckmann, "Das Zeugnis der Chronik von Arbela fiir 
den monarchischen Episkopat,” ThGl (1925), 65. 

26. Acts 12:17; 15:13; 21:18; Gal. 1:19; 2:12. 

27. See De Smedt, “I/organisation des eglises chretiennes,” Congris 
scientifique international des catholiques tenu d Paris 1888, II, 335 . 

28. See LZ, I, 478; Joumet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 82, n. 1: 

According to Batiffol the name of "presbyters” would, at the outset, have 
fnnPHn Sed ^ ^ for the ordained - The liturgical and social 

mesWAr h-T r TTV° r deacons and for episcopal. The episcopal or 
eacf chutofT it ad A P rt F ° f biS , h ° PS - ^ formed a college in 
membered so 6 eath of| the Apostles the plural episcopate was dis- 
mTtha ttoX.7 ° S!' rth , l0 ( th L e sovereign episcopate of the bishop 
“oate JSf' priesthood of the priests. However, the plural epis- 
composed of bishnn & tU T e at ^ exandria 5 the whole preshyterium was 
“Tf of blsh °PS; but only one of them, designated by election exer- 

tiof P^ris P l720 n £tUdes d ’ histoire et (le theologie posi- 

began rmore ihan of Y ^ ^ ^chesne observes that If things 
episcopate was not unknowiTto rtlf.. c . oUe ? iate episcopate, the unitary 
mother-church at Jerusalem A mstitutions ; w e find it in the 

and in Crete (The Earhi ^l^och, Rome, Lyons, Corinth, Athens, 

63-9). [ e Earlu Histor V °f the Church, London 1914, vol. I, pp. 

See also ibid., p. 390, n . 2. 

c i u ir r <i9oo)i De ***«»<*. 119 

S5 * dwch w ' ek ° ch *•*. 

oot have been in o™^KWbish, ’° C ' C "' ; “ 0t cour!e there could 

EptouU, 146, loo. <*, £ “u WC n ° W ,,nde ' s,a " d this office 

bishops in one church." heatedly insist that there were several 

31. De scriptoribus ecclesiastic!. 11 i. ,, 

32. See Wilmers, De ecclesia n 331 ' w 1 . ? h '° nic ° n °f Eusebius 45. 64. 

C “" P - M,ChIelS ' ° P - <*" P- «0i CCHS, 

the Word, op. ^^ 95W8 ' 966 - 7l i C. Joumet, Church of 


(54) 


THE CHURCH’S NATURE 

The jurisdictional power founded by Christ has for its first mission the 
announcing of the good news of the Gospel (declaratory power), and fot 
its secondary mission the effectual organizing of the conduct of those who 
welcome this good news (canonical power). And the Kingdom of God 
in its wholeness, that is to say the divine order resulting from the descent 
of the Holy Trinity into history and from Its habitation among men, can¬ 
not, in virtue of a divine intention expressly signified in the Gospel, find 
its final perfection, its perfect realization, save by the integral functioning 
of the jurisdictional power, involving first a genuinely legislative power 
(whose essential and general decisions are ratified in heaven), and in con¬ 
sequence a judicial and coercive power. When therefore those who have 
given their hearts to the Church begin to revolt against her laws, she is 
entitled to act against them and inflict penalties. 

These penalties, always spiritual if you look to the power that decrees them 
and the end that justifies them, will be, in their immediate and intrinsic 
tenor, either directly spiritual—as excommunication, expressly provided for 
in Scripture-or else temporal, material. To deny this last point-to deny 
that the Church can decree, subject of course to the demands of prudence 
according to time, place and circumstance, penalties that touch her subjects 
in the goods of fortune, in the goods of the body, in the use of liberty- 
would be to deny her power-always exercised of course, for spiritual ends 
-over the whole man; it would be to deny her all power to descend into 
the realities of practical life, thereby limiting not only her coercive power 
but even her judicial and legislative power; lastly, it would be gravely to 
misconceive her spiritual nature, for while this certainly forbids her to use 
temporal things in the manner of, and for the ends of, the State, it does 
not forbid but rather requires her to make use of them according to her 
own spiritual laws and for her own spiritual ends. , i* 

There are here two errors to be avoided: that which denies the Church s 
right to dispose of temporal things, contesting her character as a perfect 
and autonomous society, a kingdom effectively organized to exist in this 
world; and that which grants her the power of disposing of temporal 
things in the manner of and for the ends of the State; making her a king¬ 
dom of this world. 

However, the means of coercion open to the Church are limited. The follow¬ 
ing remarks of Msgr. Joumet are quite to the point (ibid., 194-195): 

Her resemblance to political societies is analogical only, not umvocal 
Hence the resemblance of her canonical power to the political power is 
also only analogical; and that of her legislative, judiciary and coereve 
powers to the legislative, judiciary, and coercive powers of the State, is 

SrS&TSSb of coercion open to ft.toWng 

her rebellious children back into the ways of obedience and)love will not 
be identical with those used by the temporal society. Since the Church 
is a society which is not of this world, a spiritual society, ecclesiastical 
penalties will be always spiritual by reason of their end But since^ the 
Church is a society which is in this world, a visib e society, she can touch 
delinquents in their visible, temporal and material*pods; but, even then 
such penalties, remaining spiritual in aim, will be distinct from those 
inflicted by civil society. They will have another measure; they will be 
lighter and will not, for example, go so far as the shedding of blood and 

y'et Popes have issued decrees for setting holy wars on foot, and f°r com- 
pelling princes to hunt down heresy, and I believe that they did so 
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legitimately. But what I propose to dispute is that they did so in • 
onlv of their canonical power, and of essential and permanent * v ; V,rtue 
of the Kingdom of God. Agencies 

See CIC 2214, §2: 

Let the bishops and other ordinaries remember that they are pastor 
persecutors, that they should rule their subjects, not lord it over them’ K° l 
love them as sons and brothers, and try to turn them from evil wav’ R 
advice and exhortations, for fear of having to be severe when they t 
But when human frailty has led them to fall into sin, let the bish ^ 
conformably with the word of the Apostle, reprove, entreat, rebuke in^U 
patience and doctrine, since sinners are often more easily brought back *t* 
the right way by benignity than by sternness, by persuasion than bv 
threats, by charity than by authority. But if, on account of the gravity of 
the sin, chastisement becomes inevitable, then let sternness be tempered 
with gentleness, justice with mercy, severity with sweetness, that necessary 
and wholesome discipline may be preserved without harshness, that those 
corrected may amend, or at least, if they will not come to a better mind 
that others may be deterred by the salutary example of their punishment’ 
See also Joumet, loc. cit., p. 193 ff., 253, 268 ff., 280 ff., 298 if. 

34. Encyclical Quanta cura, December 8 , 1864 (DB 1697); see St 
Gregory the Great Epistulae ix. 65 ad Januarium calar.; Council ’of Trent 
Session 25, chapter 3, De reform.; S.Th., II-II, q. 10, a. 8 , corpus; L. Choupin’ 

Le pouvorr coercrtif de leglise,” NRTh (1908), p. 209; idem, “Heresie," 
L/AIC, II, 442 ff. 

35. See C. Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 251 if., esp. 254. 

rhan l c ^ 7 ™ sanctum, Extravagantes communes, bk. I, title 8, 
chap. 1; see Syllabus of Errors, prop. 24 (DB 1724). 

(Rome lqnfn r T examp * a ’^‘ ava ® n ' s ’ ^ n ^utiones iuris publtcl ecclesiastici 

B.U' ms A \ S3 \ S \ L - Bender - O P " P-Mta- eccles,. 
_ 11 c Un ™’ 1948 )• A. Bonghi, Stato e Chiesa (Milan 1942)- F Can- 

Publici ecclesiastici (RoL 1935 b'Vn^ 4 , A ‘ ° ttaviani > Institutiones iuris 
(Rome, 1943); Saviano SovmnifA l' li ™. peridlum wr 's publlci ecclesiastici 
Rome, 1934 ). ’ e ^ Chiesa e sovranitd della Stato (Milan- 

38. Read CIC, 2291 and oocin .. u 

ordinary use in the Church 616 ^ bsted tbe vindictive penalties in 

in a more restricted ^ W ° rd “j urisdicti °n” is often used 

or dominion. See J. C. Fenton Witb 0ldy tbe P ovver of rule 

Ch ^h," AER, 130 ( 1954 ), 194 % gisterium and Jurisdiction in the Catholic 

receives jurisdSiou Ai^y . l * q dected by like himself, he 

le P 0l l e ^irnself, however, can abdicate* S °’ D ° man C3n or restrict it. 

P. 124 ff, also p. 10, 163, 

jurisdiction; J. C . Fenton, art. 2 ’• 


, “•> aiso p. iu, 100, 

CXCe ent outline of the power of 
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Article II 


THE CHURCH AS A MONARCHICAL SOCIETY 


I. Errors 

II. Catholic Doctrine 

Proposition 1: Christ appointed St. Peter as visible head of 
His whole Church by bestowing upon him 
directly the primacy, i.e., a primacy of real 
and strict jurisdiction. 

Proof: 1. from the words of Christ’s promise; 

2. from the words of the fulfillment of the promise; 

3. corroborated by many instances in which Peter 
is given preference over the other apostles or in 
which he acts as their head: 

a. bestowal of a new name on Peter; 

b. special honor given him; 

c. first place given him; 

d. task of strengthening his brothers entrusted to 
him; 

e. his active leadership after the Ascension; 

4. corroborated further by testimony of the ancients. 
Objections 

Scholion: The relationship of St. Peter to the other apostles 
and to St. Paul. 

Proposition 2: It was Christ’s will that the primacy, begun 
with St. Peter, should continue forever. 

Proof: 1. from nature and purpose of primacy; 

2. from the words of Chnst; 

3. from testimony of ancients. 

Proposition 3: Peter’s primacy lives on in the Roman pontiff. 
Proof: 1. argument of exclusion (by process of elimina¬ 
tion); 

2. genealogical argument (by tracking down 
of Roman primacy); 
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3. historical argument (testimony and facts f r 
first centuries). r ° m 

Objection: Canon 28 of Chalcedon. 

Scholion: Why do the Roman pontiffs often profess to be 
acting ‘ on the authority of the holy apostles Pef 
and Paul”? 

III. Epilogue: The Roman Catholic Church is the True Church 
of Christ 



Article II 


THE CHURCH AS A MONARCHICAL SOCIETY 


The preceding article established the fact that Christ’s Church 42 
is not a democratic society. There remains the further question: is 
it aristocratic or monarchical? 

An aristocratic society is one in which the highest authority 
rests by right with a group of noblemen of equal rank. Accordingly, 
if Christ had conferred the sacred power on the apostles as a group, 
and in such a way that no one of them would be superior to the 
others, then the Church’s regime would be aristocratic in form. 

But if, within the group of apostles, He placed one above the others 
so that the sacred ruling power in all its fulness would be his and, 
in time, his successors’, then the Church would be a monarchical 
society. 

I. Errors ^ 

1. The High Church of England, the Greek Church and eastern 
sects in general agree, for the most part, with the doctrines set 
forth in the preceding article. But at the same time they hold that 
all bishops are by divine right on an equal footing. 1 They therefore 
deny that our Lord conferred on St. Peter and his successors any 
real power over other bishops and over the universal Church. Many 
will grant that Peter himself was given a certain pre-eminence in 
the matter of power or prestige; a few acknowledge even some sort 
of primacy of honor in Peters successors. 2 

2. Likewise the Old Catholics and the Jansenists of Holland, 
at least the modern ones, reject all primacy which lays claim to 

divine right. , 

3. Again, in the seventeenth century, Edmund Richer and 
Marco Antonio de Dominis; in the eighteenth century, Nicholas de 
Hontheim, the Synod of Pistoia, and, in general, all the older 
Gallicans and Jansenists busied themselves with repressing or re¬ 
stricting the primacy of the Roman pontiff. They claimed that the 
fulness of sacred power belonged at least originally and basically 
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to the Church as a whole, or to the bishops as a group, and limited 
the pope’s power to that of an inspector or adviser. But more about 
these errors later, in the second section. 

The Catholic doctrine is that Christ directly conferred upon 
Peter alone the sacred power of rule in all its fulness; that H e 
willed this primacy, begun in Peter, to continue forever; and finally 
that this primacy does as a matter of fact perdure in the Roman 
pontiff. 8 


II. Catholic Doctrine 

Proposition 1: Christ appointed St. Peter as visible head of His 
whole Church by bestowing upon him directly the primacy , i.e. 
a primacy of real and strict jurisdiction. 


The first part of the proposition affirms the monarchical form of 
the Church’s rule, and the second explains what kind of power 
Christ gave St. Peter. 

Primacy, in its etymological meaning, signifies pre-eminence 
over others. Peter’s primacy is called primacy of real and strict 
jurisdiction to show that he was given pre-eminence not of honor 
only, but of real authority, so that he surpassed all in power, and 
all others were given the bounden duty to obey him. But since the 
sacred power of jurisdiction comprises, as seen above, the power 
to teach and to rule, Peter’s primacy may be defined as the full 
and supreme power to teach and to rule the universal Church * 

By virtue of this primacy St. Peter became the visible head of 
e ™ oe Church Militant. Mark well the qualification “visible,” 
tor Christ Himself remains the principal, but invisible, head of 
fe universal Church It is in His name and by His authority that 

fn IVTt! ° Ver th l Visible Church - Pet <* takes His place not 
S f nse .’ but insofar as he exercises external control 
u uat an ; ™ mg fi L°T the Cburcb Militant - p eter is therefore 
wcaf y ’ Lr r g i y - C , alled tbe Vicar of Christ on earth; 
steps’into the nw r ' 7 ® “ ? ne ““ be called a successor who 

The propositionEstates"thaTth ^ ^ autbority ' 5 

himself directly, in order to ^ conferred on Peter 

have taught that the fnl™ c ° Ut °P inion of those who 
to the J P ° Wer r S ^ 
apostolic coUege, and was thence riel ’ j at Gast t0 the whole 

- *• “V 
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The proposition is a dogma of faith, as the Vatican Council 
tells us: “If anyone should say that St. Peter the apostle was not 
appointed by Christ the Lord as prince of all the apostles and as 
visible head of the whole Church Militant, or that this same St. 
Peter received directly and immediately from the same our Lord 
Jesus Christ the primacy of honor only and not of real and strict 
jurisdiction, let him be anathema.” 7 

Proof: 

1. From the words of the promise. Christ had asked the apos¬ 
tles, “But you, . . . who do you say that I am?” and Peter alone 
had answered, “You are the Messias, the Son of the Living God.” 
Jesus acquiesced and said to him: “Blessed are you, Simon, son of 
Jona. It was my Father in heaven that revealed this to you, and 
not flesh and blood. And I, in turn, say to you: You are Peter, and 
upon this rock I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall 
not prevail against it. I will give you the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven, and whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, 
and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven. 3 

What is promised in these words is promised to Peter alone 
and to Peter himself immediately. Christ addresses Peter alone. He 
expressly adds his own name, Simon, and that of his father, Jona. 
He uses the singular while before He had used the plural. It is not 
true that Peter proclaimed Christ’s divinity in the name of the 
apostles, i.e., as their delegate, or at least as one who knew their 
mind in the matter. And even if this were true, it would still not 
make the whole apostolic college the beneficiary of our Lord’s 
promise. 

The metaphors of the foundation stone and of the keys indicat¬ 
ing the power of binding and loosing show clearly that primacy 
of real jurisdiction is promised. 

a. “You are Peter (Kepha’, rock), and upon this rock (kepha ) 
I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail 

against it.” . . 

Christ’s Church, simply and without qualification (mou ten 
ekklesian ), is of necessity the whole Church of Christ. Simon 
is now given the name of Boulder or Rock because he is to be the 
rock on which the Church will be built, i.e., because he will be 
for the Church of Christ what a rock foundation is for a house. 
What does such a foundation do for a house? It assures the 
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permanent connection of all its parts and consequently its solid’h 
Peter will make Christ’s Church cohesive, or one and whole * 
indeed to such an extent that it will never crumble under ^ 
enemy attack. 10 Now the Church is a society. What must a ^ 
have in order to assure the unity and stability of any society? 
authority, full and supreme authority; for just as in a building aH 
the parts are supported by the foundation, so in a society evenr 
thing depends on authority. 

b. “7 will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and 
whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven,” etc. 

To hand over to someone the keys of a house or a city is the 
same as to give him supreme authority therein, to make him the 
administrator of the whole house or city. Therefore with His 
promise of “the keys of the kingdom of heaven i.e., of the Church 
here on earth, Christ again promises Peter full and supreme author- 

Hie 


\7 


ity over His whole Church. 

The meaning of the metaphor of the keys is given fuller 
explanation in the words which follow.” Since Peter is to be given 
supreme jurisdiction in the Church, then whatever he binds or 
looses on earth will be ratified in heaven, i.e., by God. Of course 
it is a question of bonds in the moral order; and so “to bind” means 
to unpose an obligation, and "to loose" means to remove an 
obligation. This power is to be universal; "whatever,” always keep- 
fof !1T : ° f co “ rse > th J e character of the Church and the purpose 
all iw n r ° Unded ' Theref0re Peter wil1 he able to provide 
Church.” 6 neCeSSary ° r USeful for the governing of the whole 

binding. He who^ holds I ? eans . more than to have the power of 
consequently eniovs (n^ ti CyS 1S su P rem e in the kingdom, and 

and independently. 5 Perhap^ others'” ttf ^ <*> 

the same kingdom but thm -n j t0 ° to wit hin 

him who holds the keys. V W ° S ° ° nly in de Pendence upon 
2. Proof from the words of thp -fnicn 
Pearing to His disciples shortly before ° f Ap ‘ 

Simon Peter: Simon, son of John Z the ? Ascen sion, Jesus said to 
ot John, do you love me more than these 
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others do?” “Yes, my Master,” he replied; “you know that 1 really 
love yon” “Then,” Jesus said to him, “feed my lambs.” He asked 
him a second time: “Simon, son of John, do you love me?” “Yes, 
Master” he replied, “you know that I really love you.” “Then,” he 
said to him, “be a shepherd to my sheep.” For the third time he put 
the question to him: “Simon, son of John, do you really love meY* 

Jt grieved Peter that he had asked him the third time: “Do you 
really love me?” and he replied: “Master, you know everything; 
you know that I really love you!” “Then,” Jesus said to him, “feed 
my sheep. ...” (John 21:15-17). 

Evidently these words were addressed to Peter alone, who 
three times is called by his own name and that of his father, 13 and 
is clearly singled out from the other apostles: “Do you love me 
more than these others do?” 

Christ bestows upon him supreme jurisdiction over the whole 
Church. The lambs and sheep of the Lord indicate nothing other 
than the Church, which is elsewhere compared to a sheepfold 
(John 10:11-16), and indeed the universal Church: td arnia mou, 
td prdbata (or probdtia ) mou. 14 

To feed (bdskein and poimainein are, for all practical purposes, 
synonymous), where it refers to rational sheep, means the same 
as to rule. In this sense kings are sometimes called shepherds of 

their people. ... 

Now if Peter alone, apart from the rest of the apostles is given 
the office of ruling the universal Church of Christ, it follows that 
he is invested with real jurisdiction over all who belong to the 
Church. For how could he fulfill his duty without this jurisdiction? 

But real jurisdiction over all is just another way of saying supreme 

'“Talus’proposition is corroborated by many instances in which 48 
Peter is given preference over the other apostles or m which he 

acts as their head. , , 

a. The bestowal of a new name. When Christ saw Peter for th 
first time, He said to him, “Yon are Simon the son of John. Your 
name shall be 'Cephas [RockT (John 1 : 42 ), He actually gave b,m 
this name when he selected him as an apostle (Mark 3.16) No 
when God gives a man a name, it is not without a purpose, and 
our Lord Himself explained what was behind the giving of this 
name when He said, “ and upon this rock [kepha] I will build my 
Church.” 
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49 


b. Special honor given to Peter. Christ teaches from p 

boat, and after die miraculous catch of fish He says in a s f• 
way to Peter alone, ‘Tom have nothing to fear. Hereafter you^'m 
be a fisher of men (Luke 5:1-10). He directs diat the stater f 0l ^ 
in die fish’s moudi be paid for Himself and Peter (Matt. 17- 27 ^ 
Peter’s feet are the first He washes (John 13:6); die Lord’s resu ’ 
rection is to be announced particularly to Peter (Mark 16:7)- th" 
risen Christ appears to Peter before He appears to the other an 6 
ties (Luke 24:34; I Cor. 15:5). P ° S * 

c. First place given to Peter. Andrew had thrown in his lot with 
Jesus even before Peter, but in all the lists of the apostles Peter is 
given first place, and is explicidy referred to as the first by St 
Matthew, even though no one else is called second or third: The 
names of the twelve apostles are as follows: First, Simon, surnamed 
Peter; then Andrew, his brother; James, the son of Zebedee, etc . 18 
The same order is observed almost always, whenever several apos- 
ties are named together;” what is more, the college of the apostles 
is referred to as follows: Peter with the eleven; Peter with the 
Apostles . 18 


„ c . d ' Th f task °f strengthening his brothers is entrusted to Peter, 
bimon, Simon, mark my words: Satan has demanded the surrender 
of you all in order to sift you like wheat ; but 1 have prayed for 

Stt* ,J0Ur J a,th might n0t fail Later on therefore. 
7n "> % 'r., r “’ * * for ,0 strengthen your breth- 
"fV? Sh , akC aU the as grain is shaken 

Christ’s reaetin Vri” j-j 6 tkc la ’ tb out their hearts. What was 
bwHe effi d n0t ask that the shaking be prevented, 

has “ recovered ” make his hrerti ^ dlFeCtS that Peter> once he 
brethren are primarilv Staunch and immovable. The 

other disciples too. ap ° S GS ’ secon darily, and a fortiori, the 

the personafefforts ^Petf ^ Staunchness the odiers through 
to be head of if Peter is one day 

Vicar of Christ on earth 20 In f ^ -°^ ^ a P os ^ es themselves, the 
quite unseemly and inadenmf ? C * ^ wou ^ otherwise have been 
Peter have efficacioudTttnXned hr S r e r. nt F ° r how “ uld 
been given real authority over S -r bre * ren if he had not 
listening to and of obeying Peter bn^t 3 v * 3 ’ strict obligation of 
brethren? ymg Feter had not been imposed upon the 
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e. Peter’s activity after the Lords Ascension. 21 Peter takes the 
lead in the election of Matthias (Acts 1:15 ff.); on Pentecost Day 
he is the first to proclaim the gospel (2:14 ff.); he is the first to 
corroborate its truth by performing a miracle (3:6); he deals with 
Ananias and Sapphira as head man in the apostolic college 
(5:3, 8); he is the first to learn—and that by revelation—that the 
time has come to admit Gentiles, too, directiy into the Church, and 
he himself issues the order for the baptism of the first of them 
(10); at the Council of Jerusalem, “after a long debate ” he is the 
first to give an opinion, and all acquiesce in it (15:6 ff.); he visits 
all the faithful throughout Judea, Galilee, and Samaria (9:31-32). 
Finally, Paul is anxiously concerned about meeting only one apostie 
—Peter. 22 

Real primacy of jurisdiction is not of course strictly proven by 
each of die instances cited in this number (3); but it cannot be 
denied, especially if one considers their cumulative force, that they 
argue for the considerable pre-eminence of Peter. And this pre¬ 
eminence fits neatly the notion of real primacy. Indeed, without 
the latter, it is hard to account for the former. 

4. Further corroboration is found in the testimony of the 50 
ancients. Just a few samples from tradition will suffice, since the 
arguments from tradition completely clinch the matter, and the 
testimonies of the fathers to be cited below (Proposition 3) 
strongly favor this thesis also, either directiy or indirectiy. 

Tertullian: “Was anything hidden from Peter, from him who 
was called the rock on which the Church would be built, from 
him who received the keys of the kingdom of heaven?’ (De 
praescriptione 22 ). 

Origen: “When Peter was given full charge of feeding the 
sheep, and when the Church was founded upon him as on solid 
ground, he was required to admit to just one virtue—charity. 

St. Cyprian, after citing Matthew 16:1S-19, remarks, “It is on 
one man that He builds the Church” ( De unitate ecclesxae [2nd 

ed.] 4; ACW trans.). _ j 

St. Aphraates: “Simon, the prince of the disciples . . . the Lord 
took him, made him the foundation and called him the rock, the 
foundation of the Church” ( Demonstrationes 7. 15). 

St. Ephraem hymns St. Peter as follows: “Blessed art thou, thou 
whom the Son of God chose and appointed head of His disciples, 
and to whom He gave the power and authority to bind and to 
loose” (Hymni disputati 3. 2). 24 
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St. Cyril of Jerusalem: "Peter, the most (!) foremost [k 0 
phaidtatos] and chief of the apostles” ( Catecheses 2. 19). 

St. Optatus: "Peter merited to be put above all the apostl 
and he alone received the keys of the kingdom of heaven to h’ 
handed on to others” ( De schismate Donatistarum 7. 3 ). 6 

St. Jerome: “Of the twelve, one is chosen so that with the 
appointment of a head the seeds of schism may be suppressed” 
(Adversus Jovinianum 1. 26). 

St. John Chrysostom: "Peter, then, was director of that choir 
the mouth of all the apostles, the head of that family, the governor 
of the whole world, the foundation of the Church .” 25 

St. Augustine mentions the chief “of the apostles, Peter, in 
whom primacy over the apostles shines with such brilliant beauty. 

. . . Who is unaware that that apostolic primacy of his is to be 
preferred to any other episcopate?” (De baptismo 2. 2). 

St. Peter Chrysologus: “Just before His return to heaven, He 
entrusts His sheep to Peter, that he may feed them in His stead” 

(Sermones 6). 

Note that all the evidence set forth above proves at the same 
time that the keys were given to Peter personally, directly and 
immediately. "Remember,” said Tertullian, “that here the Lord left 
the keys to Peter, and through Peter to the Church” (Scorpiace 
10 ), but not to Peter through the Church 
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more than one sense, and so one has to determine from the con¬ 
text the precise sense in which it is being employed. Now the con¬ 
text of Matthew 16 shows that Peter is called the foundation of 
the Church by reason of the supreme authority which he is to re¬ 
ceive. Likewise, the context shows that in the Epistle to the 
Ephesians the apostles are called the foundation of the Church 
by reason of their faith and preaching. In fact, the apostles are 
called the foundation of the faithful along with the prophets of the 
Old Testament, and the latter certainly exercised no jurisdiction 
over the Church of the New Law . 20 

Answer to b: Again the meaning of the metaphor must be de- 52 
cided on the basis of the context. The meaning of the passage cited 
is this: Christ, or rather faith in Christ, is the true and unique 
foundation of the whole Christian dispensation and of the whole 
Christian life. This foundation Paul, “ like a skilled master builder ,” 
had laid in Corinth; and upon it subsequent teachers were to build. 
Besides, if this text actually did deal with the question of supreme 
authority over the Church, it would still prove nothing against the 
Catholic doctrine, for Peter’s power is only a sharing in the power 
of Christ. “Now although he [Peter] is the rock, he is not the rock 
in the way Christ is; he does not cease to be Peter. For when 
Jesus gives out positions of authority, He does not impoverish Him¬ 
self, but keeps the very things He bestows. He is a priest and 
makes others priests; He is the Rock and makes another the rock; 
and so He gives His servants what He Himself has .” 27 

Answer to c: It may be readily granted that the power of bind- 53 
ing and of loosing anything whatsoever implies fulness of power, 
but the words “ whatever you bind,” etc. are addressed not to each 
of the apostles individually, but to all of them together as a group. 

And so one cannot legitimately conclude that each of the apostles 
was promised fulness of jurisdiction. The conclusion is rather that 
this power was promised to the whole apostolic college, including 
Peter. A comparison of Matthew 16 with Matthew 18 shows that 
there will be in Christ’s Church a twofold subject, not too sharply 
distinct, of full and supreme jurisdiction: Peter alone, and the 
Petro-apostolic college. And this is the Catholic teaching, as Inno¬ 
cent III, among others, testifies: 

But should you discover that it was spoken to all the apostles 

together, still you will recognize that the power of binding and 
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loosing was bestowed not upon the others without him fp e f 
but that it was given to him apart from the others, so that wh ’ 
the others could not do without him he could do without th* 
otliers, and tins by reason of the privileges conferred upon h* 
by the Lord and by reason of the fulness of power which T, 1 ™! 
been granted him . 28 ac * 


Does it not follow, then, that the other apostles did not have each 
personally the power to bind and to loose? No, for they did indeed 
have it, but each of them did not have the full and unlimited now 
that Peter had. P 

54 Objection 2. The rock upon which, according to Matthew 16 
the Church is going to be built, is not the person of Simon, but 
must or at least can be understood as: 

a. Christ Himself, as appeared probable to St. Augustine. 


55 


I said somewhere regarding the apostle Peter that the Church 
was founded upon him as upon a rock. ... But I am also 
aware that subsequently I very frequently explained our Lord’s 
words, You are Peter,” etc., as referring to Him whom Peter 
had confessed For Christ did not say to him, "You are a rock 
(petra), but You are Peter (Petrus)." Christ, then, was the 
roc • • . . ut I leave it to the reader to choose which of these 
opinions seems the more probabl e.-Retractationes 1 . 22 . 

or it can be understood as: 

fatlfe; s F have\Sained h tL!text Si0n ^ “ S SeVera ' 

can be no' An ? r0 ^ er an ^ directly literal meaning, there 

efer only to st * T* “ UV ° n refer and can 

the sZ y wordtabo : TT lly - ChriS ‘ Sp ° ke in Aramaic and used 
kepha™ ft ” cont u^ ° rt W. this 

Church indicates STa y Undeniable «> a ‘ ‘he "kepha’" of the 

been called "Kapha '" Tl,,™ 6 perso ” wbo has immediately before 
claimed that Christ nnintT*/* 6 dev ‘ ce °‘ some Protestants who 
words, "uvont^ZhTTotZ^ when He “ the 
■ng difficulties are those occasioned by 3 ” lnterest onl y- Th e remain- 
a • St. Augustine as thp me y S ° me remar ks of the fathers, 
take. Not knowing Aramaic S ^ 0WS > ma de this mis- 

betvveen Petrus and petram H nr l S3W a rea ^ distinction 

petram. Had he known that Christ used the 

( 68 ) 


THE CHURCH’S NATURE 

same word, kepha, in both instances, he would never have doubted 
the truth of the explanation which even then, as he himself testifies 
( loc. cit.), was being sung “by the mouth of the multitude” in the 
verses of St. Ambrose: “At cock-crow, the very Rock of the Church 
atones for his sin.” But even if he did question the truth of the 
common explanation, he never had any doubts about the objective 
truth of this statement: Peter is the foundation of the Church. For 
otherwise he could not have given his readers their choice of either 
explanation. 

b. It is true that many fathers offered this explanation after the 
rise of the Arian heresy . 29 But they did so in such a way as not at 
all to exclude the proper and direct explanation of the words as 
referring to Peter himself, personally. In fact, they expressly include 
this interpretation, and in other passages give explicit expression 
to it. The full mind of these fathers was as follows: Peter was the 
foundation of the Church because of his faith (meritorious cause), 
and by his unshakable faith (formal but only partial cause). The 
reason these fathers extolled Peter’s faith in such a special way 
was the attack leveled against Christ’s divinity by the Arian heresy. 

In the words of Natalis Alexander: 

Therefore the Catholic explanation of these words, “upon this 
rock ,” is twofold: one refers them to the very faith of Peter, and 
the other to Peter personally. There is this difference between 
the two interpretations: the latter gives the direct meaning, 
while the former gives the indirect or mediate. The latter is the 
original, constant interpretation, while the other came later and 
is not so constant. The latter goes back to the beginning of the 
Church and was for four centuries the only one proposed, while 
the former came into being only because of particular cir¬ 
cumstances . 30 

One last word. Lest certain peculiar interpretations advanced 
by the ancients shock anyone, attention should be drawn to the fact 
that the holy fathers, especially in their sermons and spiritual writ¬ 
ings, often resorted to mystical and accommodated interpretations, 
setting aside for the moment, but by no means, excluding, the 
literal sense. 

Objection 3. There are no traces of Peter’s primacy to be found 5 $ 
in the primitive Church. In fact, several things are recorded in 
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the New Testament writings which militate against any such 
primacy. 

a. Peter is sent to Samaria by the other apostles: Now when the 
apostles in Jerusalem heard that Samaria had accepted the word 
of God, they sent Peter and John to them (Acts 8:14). 

b. Paul puts himself forth as Peter’s equal: On the contrary, 
when they saw that to me was committed the preaching of the 
gospel to the uncircumcised, fust as to Peter the apostolate to the 
circumcised . . . James and Cephas and John . . . extended to me 
and to Barnabas their right hand in token of perfect accord (Gal 
2:7-9). 


c. This same Paul dares to resist Peter to his face: But when 
Cephas came to Antioch, I resisted him to his face, because he 
was in the wrong (Gal. 2:11). 

Answer: It is simply not true that the history of the primitive 
Church shows no traces of Peter’s primacy (see no. 49e). But if the 
evidence alleged above strikes anyone as unimpressive in itself, 
let him weigh it in the light of the attendant circumstances and 
compare it with the personal prerogatives of the other apostles 
(see no. 33). As for the instances cited as objections, it is easy to 
reconcile them with the Catholic doctrine already demonstrated. 

a. A mission given “according to command” is quite different 
from one given “according to counsel, as an adviser may be said 
to send the king to battle. 31 The president’s personal physician 
can sen le president to bed, and the diocesan consultors can 
sene t eir bishop to Rome for a decision on an extremely im- 
porta* matter. Peter and John were sent to Samaria not by the 
apostles' * U * ^ common an( l brotherly counsel of the 

nes!’ofnLmfr ***“? Peter n °‘ *e grounds of ful- 
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"the preaching of the gospel to the uncircumcisedT 32 had been 
entrusted to Paul by God in a very special way. For the subject of 
their altercation was more a matter of the material expansion of 
the Church than of its government. Consider further the context 
St. Paul, eager to show his Galatian converts how zealous he was 
for their rights as Gentiles, tells them that in defense of those rights 
he made bold to resist even Peter. In the light of the circumstances, 
this interesting little scene argues more in favor of Peter’s primacy 
than it does against it. 38 

Scholion. The relationship of St. Peter to the other apostles and 57 

to St. Paul. 

1. It was pointed out above (no. 33) that a twofold sort of 
office can be distinguished in the apostles, namely, the apostolic 
and the pastoral (episcopal). St. Peter’s primacy pertains to the 
pastoral office, since it is nothing other than the full power to 
teach and to rule the Church, once the latter has been established. 

And so, as far as the apostolate itself goes, the other apostles were 
not inferior to Peter. (This explains, by the way, the meaning of 
the fathers’ frequent assertion that the apostles were on an equal 
footing.) But in the pastoral office they were subordinate to Peter. 34 

It is true that many theologians teach that each of the apostles 
received from Christ indefinite or negatively universal jurisdiction. 38 
By virtue of this jurisdiction they could exercise episcopal authority 
over individual churches even though these churches had been 
founded by another apostle. But even if one accepts this opinion, 
the jurisdiction of the apostles was on several counts inferior to the 
fulness of power granted St. Peter. For (a) it was not positively 
universal, and as a result, they, unlike St. Peter, could not exercise 
authority over all the churches at once, by issuing, for example, 
universal laws; ( b ) it did not extend to the other apostles per¬ 
sonally, but these latter were subject to Peter; finally ( c ) it could 
not be exercised without reference to Peter, to whom they all had 
to subject their churches as to the root and foundation of unity. 

And anyway, not all theologians accept this teaching on the 
negatively universal jurisdiction of the apostles. There are those 
who teach that Christ gave each of the apostles episcopal jurisdic- 
tion (under Peter) over only those churches which they themselves 
had founded. And in the case where one of the apostles may have 
engaged in activity beyond the limits of this ordinary power, he 
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could have done so as a delegate of Peter and in accordance with 
Christ’s provisions for the needs peculiar to this first stage of the 
Church’s development. 36 

Finally, if it comes right down to the question of the exercise 
of primacy, it is reasonable to assume that Peter rarely-maybe not 
even rarely-exercised his power over the other apostles, not be¬ 
cause he had no right to do so, but because the outstanding quali¬ 
ties of the apostles gave him little occasion to use that right. I n 
fact, the frequency of charisms and the extraordinary circumstances 
of this early period must have made it quite unnecessary for him 
to use his power of primacy very frequently. 

58 2. The Catholic doctrine on the primacy is not weakened by 

the fairly common custom of calling Peter and Paul together the 
princes of the apostles; 37 for (a) custom itself shows that when 
Paul is linked with Peter as a “prince of the apostles,” he is not so 
called in the same sense, for while Peter alone is very often called 
tjw Prince of the Apostles, » Paul alone is hardly ever so called- 
(fc) Venantius Fortunahis has explained the seme in which the 
title princes of the apostles” is used: “Peter is the prince of the 
tZfc» n c PaU ls . fore " ,ost in d °e ma " i-e., in the preaching of the 
riirf ■ f „ aCt c S \ Paul worked hard « than all the others in 
atstdat inT ° * e ., Chureh > < ° i.e., in the exercise of the 
in 4e Llw ™T? ^ he is "Shtfully called a prince 
Wnt x adind^ a f?' 6 P “ r «*“«»«■ Furthermore, 
Antoine Amauld, who affimlTthe d 'ateol the P ro P osition of 
and St. Paul, without any subjection ™ !? ° f St Peter 
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■t is a permanent office which must T„ died with him; 
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Himself or of divine right that St. Peter has an everlasting line of 
successors in the primacy over the universal Church, let him be 
anathema” (Constitution De ecclesia Christi, chap. 2; DB 1825). 

Proof: 

1. From the nature and purpose of the primacy, assuming as 
proven the Church’s indestructibility. 

Primacy by its very nature is a permanent or ordinary office, 
for it is connected, not with the establishment of the Church, but 
with its conservation and government. Besides, it is intimately 
bound up with the very constitution of the Church, and this con¬ 
stitution was certainly not to be changed once the apostles had 
died. 

The purpose of primacy, as can easily be proved by the words 
of our Lord in Matthew 16, is to secure and preserve the Church’s 
unity. 41 But this purpose must always be pursued; after the apos¬ 
tolic age its realization is harder because charisms have ceased 
and the Church is more widespread. The conclusion is evident. 

2. From the words of Christ. The whole question can be 
summed up as follows: When Christ promised and conferred the 
primacy, did He address His words to Peter as to an individual 
who was soon to die, or to that same Peter as to a man who was to 
go on living in an unending line of successors? Not the former but 
the latter alternative is definitely the one to be maintained. 

a. The words of promise. Peter is to do for the Church what 
a foundation does for a house. But the foundation supports a house 
not only when it is first built, but continuously: as long as the 
house lasts. In like manner, Peter is to support the Church by his 
authority as long as the latter shall last. But Peter as a physical 
person cannot do this; so he must do it as a juridical person living 
on in his successors. 

Again, by his authority, Peter is to make the indestructibility 
of the Church a reality; for the words, “and the gates of hell shall 
not prevail against it” are joined in a causal relationship with the 
preceding words. But it is impossible for anyone to make a society 
indestructible simply through the influence of his rule, unless he 
unceasingly exercises that influence. 

b. The words of bestowal. Peter is charged with the duty of 
feeding Christ’s lambs and sheep, and this means all His lambs and 
sheep. But the faithful and the bishops of succeeding generations 
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certainly belong to the flock of Christ just as truly as those who 
were living at the time of the apostles. And so, Peter is to feed 
them too, by living on in his successors. 42 

3. The testimony of the ancients corroborates this conclusion. 
They say, for example, 

a. That Peter lives, rules, and teaches in the person of his suc¬ 
cessors. Thus wrote Philip, a priest and delegate of the See of 
Rome at the Council of Ephesus, referring to Peter as ‘lie who 
lives and exercises judicial power to the present day and forever¬ 
more in the person of his successors” ( Acta concilii Ephesini 3). 

b. They affirm that they have received the power of the keys 
in or through Peter. By speaking thus they indicate that the 
primacy was given to Peter not as a private person, but as a public 
person, to serve the interests of the Church and to remain in the 
Church as long as the latter lasts. Tertullian: “Remember that on 
this occasion the Lord left His keys [of the kingdom of heaven] to 
Peter and through Peter to the Church” ( Scorpiace 10). 43 

c. They attest that Peter’s primacy continues on in the bishop 
of Rome. St. Peter Chrysologus: "Whatever the question may be, 
we urge you to give obedient heed to the writings of the most holy 
pope of the city of Rome, for St. Peter, who lives on and governs 

° f ** faith - ai1 ^ -* *■ 

Proposition 3. Peter’s primacy lives on in the Roman pontiff 

r?” 1 ’ 

continuance, is now factually preserved 

could h , ave been ^ 
the whole business of selecting m * Way ’ f ° r exam P le > that 
bme that this shtuld nrtf II SUCCeSS0F in the P™acy, each 
whole episcopal college But suchT’ be the task ° f the 

fact that it would be auZ Ll a ? r ° Cedure > a ^e from the 
matters actually stand, the DrimarJ^* ’ 1S ^ * act not Allowed. As 
see, that of Rome, so that whoew *• C | 0nnected wit h a particular 

as,- — 


(74) 


THE CHURCH’S NATURE 

The present proposition has often been defined by the Church’s 
infallible teaching authority. For example, the Vatican Council 
asserted: “If anyone says that the Roman pontiff is not St. Peter’s 
successor in the same primacy [as was his], let him be anathema” 
(Constitution De ecclesia, chap. 2; DB 1825; see the Council of 
Florence, DB 694). 

Proof: 

1. Argument of exclusion: by a process of elimination. Since 
Christ decreed that Peter should have a never-ending line of suc¬ 
cessors in the primacy, there must always have been and there 
must still be someone in the Church who wields his primacy. But 
aside from the Roman pontiff, no one has ever seriously, or with 
any semblance of truth, put himself forward as Peter’s successor; 
and no one else has ever been acknowledged as such. Therefore 
one must admit either that the Roman pontiff wields Peter’s 
primacy, or else that this primacy, contrary to Christ’s will, has 
passed out of existence. 

2. Genealogical argument: by tracking down the source of 
Roman primacy; i.e., by showing the route along which the primacy 
came to the bishops of Rome. Church history proves that Peter 
came to Rome, became the bishop of its church, and exercised this 
office until his death. Even non-Catholics now generally admit that 
he was in Rome and suffered martyrdom there during the Neronian 
persecution. 45 They usually deny that he was bishop of the church 
at Rome, but the fact stands irrefutably established by the abundant 
testimony of early writers. 46 Really, for Peter to have been bishop 
of Rome, nothing else is required than that he have habitually 
taken special care of this church throughout the last period of his 
life. He may even have gone elsewhere occasionally-even for 
quite a while—to preach the gospel to other peoples, and may 
even have appointed an auxiliary bishop. Accordingly, anyone 
who admits that Peter stayed at Rome for some years, either con¬ 
tinuously or intermittently, implicitly admits that he functioned as 
bishop of Rome. Obviously he would have had no reason to stay 
at Rome or to keep on returning thither if it were not for the fact 
that he had chosen to watch over the church of that city in a 
special way. 

If it be granted, then, that Peter died as bishop of Rome, it 
must be granted also that his successor in the episcopal see of 
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proven on other evidence. It is clear that the primacy was to con¬ 
tinue. Now, as a general rule, the rights connected with a see are 
transmitted along with the see, and this must be presumed to have 
happened in the present instance, unless it can be shown that either 
Christ or Peter made some other provision for handing on the 
primacy. But no trace, not even the slightest, of any other arrange¬ 
ment has ever been discovered. The conclusion is evident. 47 

3. Historical argument: by citing testimony and facts from the 
first centuries. Both testimony and facts show clearly that the 
Roman pontiff always claimed the primacy for himself, and that 
the Church acknowledged this primacy. 48 

However, it is not necessary—nor could one reasonably expect— 
to find the primacy of the Roman pontiffs as intensely active and 
as perfectly understood right at the beginning as it was in ensuing 
centuries. The doctrine and the institutions of Christianity are like 
the grain of mustard seed whose natural potentialities neither un¬ 
fold all at once nor are easily and fully grasped by all at the 
moment it is planted. If anyone gives due consideration to the 
condition of the infant Church and to the violence of the times 
in which it was bom, he will readily understand why Peter’s suc¬ 
cessors exercised their rights over far distant churches neither 
frequently nor solemnly. As a consequence, these latter did not 

which tb Ve V.? ^ u t J ° f R ° meS P rimac y> of influence of 
whmh they had as yet had little practical experience. In fact, when 

t then a T h° Se ’ ? 6y ** bttlG difficult y ^ resisting it 48 Suffice 

which St. Paul had founder! t to the chu rch of Corinth, 

Corinthians and proved £ £ 

disgraceful and un- 

one or" two Individual^ S^olt^ “o 

Y °“' ^ ^ 

( 76 ) 


the church’s nature 

esbyters, and, bending the knees of your hearts, accept cor¬ 
rection and change your minds.-57. 1. 

But should any disobey what has been said by Him [Christ] 
through us, let them understand that they will entangle them¬ 
selves in transgression and no small danger. But for our part 
we shall be innocent of this sin. . . . -59. 1-2. 

You certainly will give us the keenest pleasure if you prove 
obedient to what we have written through the Holy Spirit, . . . 

We are sending trustworthy and prudent men, . . . that they 
may be witnesses between you and us.-63. 2-3. 80 

Now this “very powerful” 51 letter was reverently received by the 
Corinthians; and it was the custom fbr a long time after that to 
read it in the public assemblies of the faithful both in Corinth and 
in many other churches. 82 

b. From the second century , St. Ignatius Martyr starts his Epis- 64 
tie to the Romans in this fashion: “Ignatius, ... to the Church that 
has found mercy . . . which also presides in the chief place of the 
Roman territory; a church worthy of God . . . and presiding in 
love” (ACW translation). This salutation is altogether different 
from those which St. Ignatius used in his other letters, and it 
intimates the primacy of the Roman church. The verb prokathisthai 
(to preside) in this context can mean nothing other than to have 
pre-eminence or authority.” Elsewhere Ignatius uses the same verb 
to indicate the relationship of a bishop to his priests and deacons 
( Epistula ad Trallianos 6. 1). And so the church which is “in the 
chief place of the Roman territory” has or exercises authority. 8 
But over whom? prokathemene Us agdpes ( presiding over love). 

The word agape Ignatius also uses elsewhere (ibid. 13. 1) to 
mean the assembly of love, the assembly of the brethren, the 
Church. The meaning, then, is that the church of Rome is m com¬ 
mand of the Church, and indeed of the universal Church: ids 
agdpes without any restriction. 84 This meaning jibes neatly wi 
what he says later of the Roman church: "You have taught others. 

All 1 want is that the lessons you inculcate in initiating disciples 
remain in force” (Epistula ad Romanos 3. 1.), as well as with what 
he goes on to say about his own soon-to-be-widowed church: 
"Jesus Christ alone will be her Bishop, together with your love 

l ' 6 During 1 ’the reign of Pope Eleutherius (174-189), St. Irenaeus 
taught that there were two ways to learn the truth. One is to 
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ascertain the common opinion of the churches, whose bishon 
trace their episcopal lineage back to the apostles through an 
unbroken line of succession. The other, and easier, way is to seek 
out the traditional teaching of "the greatest, most ancient, and 
well known Church, founded by the two most glorious Apostles 
Peter and Paul at Rome .” 55 Then he goes on to tell why it suffices 
to consult the church of Rome: “For with this Church, because of 
its more efficient leadership, all Churches must agree, that is to 
say, the faithful of all places, because in it the apostolic tradition 
has been always preserved by the (faithful) of all places .” 50 The 
Roman church, then, enjoys unique pre-eminence over all the 
others, and consequently all other churches must be of one mind 
with this one church in believing. 

Pope St. Victor (189-199) urged that episcopal synods convene 
in many provinces to discuss the Quartodeciman question . 57 He 
ordered the bishops of proconsular Asia under threat of penalties 
to abandon the Quartodeciman practice and was in fact ready to 
excommunicate those who would not comply. It seems, however 
that he was prevailed upon, particularly by St. Irenaeus, to refrain 
irom carrying out this harsh measure . 58 
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communion with Cornelius the bishop of Rome is the same as “to 
esteem and maintain the unity of the Catholic Church” (EpUtula 
44 3 ). He writes to this same Cornelius (251-253) on the subject 
of some African schismatics: 

They have the audacity to set sail and to carry letters from 
schismatic and profane people to the throne of Peter and to 
the chief church, the well-spring of priestly unity, and to ignore 
the fact that these were the Romans whose faith was extolled 
in the preaching of the apostles, men to whom faithlessness 
could have no access . 62 

Then he urges Pope Stephen to excommunicate Marcian of Arles, 
who had gone over to Novatian, and to appoint another bishop in 
his stead: 

Let letters be dispatched by you to the province and to the 
people residing at Arles for the purpose of excommunicating 
Marcian and of appointing another to take his place. . . . Let 
us know clearly who has been appointed at Arles in the place 
of Marcian, so that we may know to whom to direct our 
brethren and to whom we should address our correspondence.— 
Epistula 67. 3-5 . 03 

Pope St. Stephen (254-257) forbade Firmilian 64 and other 
bishops of Asia Minor, under threat of excommunication, to repeat 
a baptism which had been administered by a heretic (Eusebius 
HE 7. 5). He issued the same decree against St. Cyprian and very 
many bishops of Africa, reminding them of the rank of his epis¬ 
copate” and insisting that he was “the successor ^of Peter, upon 
whom the foundations of the Church were placed. In fact, when 
St. Cyprian and his partisans refused to obey, he refused to have 
anything more to do with them . 65 

Dionysius, Bishop of Alexandria, while engaged in controversy 
with Sabellius, made some rather careless remarks, and was ac¬ 
cused of heresy before Pope Dionysius (259-268). He lost no time 
in “sending a letter to the bishop of Rome, in which he exonerated 
himself and insisted that the charge was trumped up and false .” 66 

d. In the fourth century: When the Eusebians had forced St. 66 
Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria, from his see, both Athanasius 
and Eusebius appealed to Pope Julius I (337-352). Julius insisted 
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that Athanasius be restored to his see and at the same time u 
braided the Eusebian bishops for having, without his authori^ 
dared to depose bishops, indeed the bishop of Alexandria himself’ 
“Do you not know that the usual procedure is that letters be first 
sent to us and that a just decision be passed from here? If, then 
any such suspicion fell upon the bishop there, notice of it should 
have been sent to the bishop of this place.” 67 According to Socrates 

At the same time, Paul, the bishop of Constantinople, Asclepas 
of Gaza, Marcellus of Ancyra, and Lucius of Adrianople, all 
having been charged with various offences and evicted from 
their churches, arrived in the imperial city. There each pre¬ 
sented his case before Julius, bishop of the city of Rome, and 
he, in accordance with the church of Rome’s special prerogative 
sent them back to the East backed up by commendatory letters’ 
He restored to each of them his see and at the same time repri¬ 
manded those who had been so rash as to depose them Tthe 
aforementioned bishops]. 68 

St. Jerome wrote to Pope Damasus (366-384): 


J''" no > eader save so I communicate with none 

£ * 7' that i.s with the chair of Peter. For tins, 

t know is the rock on which the Church is built This is the 

tTe ariTof Noe" *3 Lamb can be oaten. This 

flood preval -1^° 1 ” 0t “ * wil1 P ensb ^ 
that is not of Christ is * 

the city of Rom" with tte recordlof th°'Ch® I ? an,aS 1 US - bish ° P ° f 

P ° Pe SWCiUS Wrote Himerius, bishop of Tanugona: 
We do not refuse to give a snitaki 

advice, since, considering the oflW ans ^ er to y°ur request for 
to dissemble, we are not free to kr We . 1 llolc1 ’ We have no right 
burdens of all who are wfe? sUence - ••■We bear the 
apostle bears them in ° r rath <* St. Peter the 

in ^ affairs of ^ office and waM?’ WC trust ’ P rote cts us 
sors.—ML, 13, 1133 . ’ and watches over all his succes- 
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St Augustine extols the church of Rome, "in which the ruling 
ower of the apostolic see has always flourished” (Epistula 43. 7). 
V e In the fifth century: St. John Chrysostom, having been un- 
. tly deposed by Theophilus of Alexandria in a council composed 
of many bishops, wrote to Pope Innocent I (402-417): “I beg you 
to write that these deeds so unjustly perpetrated have no force— 
as in fact, they have no force by their very nature—and that they 
who have been caught acting in this unjust fashion be subjected 
to the penalties prescribed by ecclesiastical law” (Epistula prima 
ad Innocentem 1). 

The history of the Council of Ephesus (431) furnishes brilliant 
testimony in favor of the primacy of the Roman pontiff. Pope Celes- 
tine had previously (430) condemned Nestorius. He appointed St. 
Cyril of Alexandria to preside over the council as his proxy. He 
ordered his legates to be mindful of the dignity of the Roman see 
and not to become embroiled in arguments, but to pass objective 
judgment on the opinions expressed by others. He wrote to the 
synod that he was sending delegates "to be present at the proceed¬ 
ings and to put into execution our previous decisions.” 89 One of 
the delegates, Philip, a priest, explained to the synod in person by 
what right Celestine took all these steps, and no one raised an 
objection: 


No one has the slightest doubt-in fact, everyone has known it 
for centuries now—that our most blessed St. Peter, prince and 
chief of the apostles, pillar of faith and foundation of the Cath¬ 
olic Church, received the keys of the kingdom from our Lord 
Jesus Christ. He continues to live and to rule to this very day, 
and always will, in the person of his successors. It is his present 
successor and vicar, our holy and most blessed Pope Ce estme, 
bishop, who has sent us to this holy synod to make up for his 
absence. 70 


The primacy was no less evident in the Council of Chalcedon 
(451). The fathers followed the previous decision of Pope St. Leo 
I regarding Eutyches, and in so doing, cried out, ‘Teter has spoken 
through Leo!” 71 They openly proclaimed that Leo, in the person 
of his delegates, presided over them “as the head over the mem¬ 
bers.” On the subject of Dioscorus, the deposed bishop of Alex¬ 
andria, they said that "he raved insanely against even him to whom 
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the care of the vineyard has been entrusted by the Saviour, i 
against even your Apostolic Holiness, and considered excommuni’ 
eating you who are intent upon uniting the body of the Church” 
Finally, they asked explicitly-but to no avail-that the bishop 0 f 
Rome approve the privileges which they (in Canon 28) had 
decreed for the see of Constantinople over the opposition of the 
Pope’s legates: “We ask, therefore, that you approve our decision 
with decrees of your own, and that as we have tried to be in 
harmony with our Head wherever the good was involved, so your 
Headship may grant your sons whatever is fitting .” 72 It is worthy 
of note that among the fathers at Ephesus and Chalcedon there 
were very few from the West. 

68 The above testimonies will suffice, for no one in the ensuing 
centuries denied the fact of the primacy of the Roman pontiff. 

Objection: As an objection, some cite canon 28 of the Council 
of Chalcedon, in which the fathers assert that the privileges en¬ 
joyed by the Roman see spring from a concession made by the 
Church itself: 


»AnmTi gh aC . C ° r t the decrees of the ^ints. and in 

hi!hnnl» d8m ? nf the previously read canon of the 150 
inf the nnVl ma , ke , the same decisions and decrees regard- 
Romf F„rf geS ° f t 6 " h r h of Constantinople, the New- 

x* or 4 wAaCflt t fathers f gran *i 

haTkd'“fc/lM f he h imperiaI cit V- But the sameconLeraton 

prUt)tie S efo 0 f P Newr nt T*' ^ 

a city which has been enriched^ith b^ " ghtly ,udBe that 
and [in secular affairsl Pn iov “ ^ b ? tb , empire and a senate, 

queen Rome [should! be lik P privile 6 es wit h the ancient 
in ecclesiastical aTairl too and / P ° sition ° f P"** 
(dentiran met ekeinin hypdrthoman)^ SeC °" d *° hCr al °” e 

wh,rth: b dl:V S *? ** to canon, 
absent, and over their subsequent ff*? °J tbe Roman see were 

y St 'i Le ,° I; '‘ and canon 3 of Constan°tin StS ’l eXpressly vetoed 
appeals, had never been approve/,/ ?, ' *° whi <* Chalcedon 
not even been sent to h4 fo r l dv 6 R ° man and had 

Secondly, the privileges which i„ n, 

8 which, in the opinion of Chalcedon, the 
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“fathers” had granted the see of Rome, are apparently to be under¬ 
stood not as touching upon primatial jurisdiction, but rather as 
those rights which the bishop of Rome enjoys as Patriarch of the 
West. Obviously those “equal privileges” which the synods of 
Constantinople and Chalcedon were trying to get for the Byzantine 
see were simply patriarchal prestige and jurisdiction. For the rest, 
it is clearly false and contrary to factual history to say that the 
Roman see received either its primatial or patriarchal rights as 
the result of any decree of the “fathers,” i.e., as the result of a 
concession made by the Church. No other reason can be found 
for the fathers of Chalcedon having made this assertion-at least as 
regards patriarchal rights—than that they could find no other way 
to increase the prestige of the Byzantine see. 

Scholion. Why do the Roman pontiffs often profess to be acting 69 
“on the authority of the holy apostles Peter and Paul *? 

Peter alone was bishop of Rome, in the strict and ordinary 
sense, and the Roman pontiffs succeed only to the Chair of Peter. 

That is why they claim just as constantly that they alone are the 
successors of Peter . 78 But since St. Paul worked with St. Peter in 
founding and instructing the church at Rome, and together with 
him honored the city by his martyrdom there, it is not at all sur¬ 
prising that the church of Rome has, from earliest times, honored 
both apostles as its founders, fathers, and principal patrons. That 
is why the images of both are affixed—not always, but often—to 
pontifical documents; and that is why the popes, when taking some 
solemn action, often appeal to the authority or threaten the wrath 
of both alike . 77 But expressions of this sort do not at all signify 
that the pope is related to both apostles in the same way, or that 
he derives from St. Paul another type of authority different from 
that which he has as the successor of Peter. St. Paul is mentioned 
rather on grounds of honor and patronage. Furthermore, it is not 
unseemly for the pope, who enjoys the absolute fulness of power 
entrusted by Christ to the Petro-apostolic college, to call upon, 
in a special way, those whom universal tradition has called- 
though for different reasons-“the princes of the apostles.” 

III. Epilogue 

The Roman Catholic Church is the true Church of Christ . 78 

From the points thus far treated, it is clear as day that the true 
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Church of Christ is none other than the Roman Catholic Chur h 
Surely, if Christ entrusted His universal Church to Peter andto 
Peter’s successors in perpetuity, and if the Roman pontiff a 
Peter's successors, then the true Church of Christ is the one which 
gives steadfast obedience to the Roman pontiffs. There may be 
also other societies which glory in the name of Christ; there mav 
even be some which are governed by bishops claiming apostolic 
succession; but they do not have the Chair of Peter, on whom 
Christ founded the Church. Therefore they do not belong to the 
household of Christ; they do not follow him to whom Christ en¬ 
trusted the feeding of His lambs and of His sheep; and so they do 
not belong to the flock of Christ. 

Even the early fathers employed this criterion for distinguishing 
Christ’s true Church from spurious counterfeits: 

St. Cyprian: 


Tlie proof is simple and convincing, being summed up in a 
matter of fact. The Lord says to Peter: 7 say to thee, that thou 
art Peter arul upon this rock I will build my Church ’ ... And 
He says to liun again after the resurrection: ‘Feed my sheen ’ It 

££££ £$ d,e Church ’ and t0 him 


When thflT ‘I’V 1 ? St0Iy in Praise of 1,is Mother, Satyrus. 

esteeming^ abov” alTelse ^7^ UP "" 3 ^ ^ 

local bishon “whpth i grace true he asked the 

i.e. with the IwT rt union with the Catholic bishops, 

■, «ith the Roman Church” De excessu Safari 1 471 
St. Optatus says to the Donatists: h 

** »the ** 

that m this one see unity might be ^ ^ *2 , Peter ’ ' ’ in order 
anyone who would set Preserved by all. As a result, 

unique see would become automnH S< n m °PP osition to the 
sinner. Peter was the first to ore. abca ? y a sc ^ ism atic and a 
was Linus. To Linus succeeded PV ^? See ’ and his successor 
and colleague, with whom the whoi lnc \ us > our contemporary 
change of letters of peac™ Is In ^”11’ ,hr ° Ugh ***** 
mmumon.—De scliismate Domtistawm'z^lo ° ne bon<1 of 
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St. Epiphanius, after having listed the series of Roman bishops, 
went on, “Let no one wonder at the fact that we have given such 
an accurate, detailed list, for it is through these men that we can 
always find out what is true and sure” (Haereses 27. 6 ). 

St. Jerome: “The Church is split into three factions [he is 
referring to the situation in the East, where party spirit was rife], 
and each of them is anxious to seize me for its own. . . . Meanwhile 
I cry out insistently, ‘Anyone in union with the Chair of Peter has 
me on his side’” (Epistula ad Damasum 6 ). 

St. Augustine: 

Come, brethren [he is addressing the Donatists], if you want 
to be grafted on to the vine. It is a shame to see you lopped off 
and lying there like that. Make a list of the priests who trace 
their origin back to the see of Peter itself, and in that list of 
fathers see who succeeded whom. That Rock [the see of Peter] 
is the very one which cannot be vanquished by the haughty 
gates of hell— Psalmus contra partem Donati “S.” 

Now in truth if history attests to the fact, and it does, that the 
Roman Catholic Church is identical with the Church of Christ, 
then again we have a most valid confirmation of the conclusion at 
which we arrived in the treatise on The True Religion —to wit, 
the divine truth of the Catholic religion. For Chnsts Church can¬ 
not fail, and this is true also in the sense that it cannot cease to 
preach and to practice the divine religion of Chnst (no. 19). 
Consequently, if the Roman Catholic Church is the true Church 
of Christ, it doubtless has in its possession the religion of Christ, 
genuine and unsullied. 


Notes 

1. See, however, V. Soloviev, Russia and the Universal Church, trans¬ 
lated by Herbert Rees (London, 1948), p. 107: 

The perfect circle of the Universal Church requires a unique center, not 
so much for its perfection as for its very existence. The Church upon 
earth, called to gather in the multitude of nations must if she is to 
remain an active society, possess a definite universal authority to set against 
national divisions; if she is to enter the current of history and undergo 
continual change and adaptation in her external circumstances and rela¬ 
tionships and yet preserve her identity, she requires an authority essen¬ 
tially conservative but nevertheless active fundamentally ^changeable 
though outwardly adaptable; and finally, if she is set amid the frailty of 
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man to assert herself in reaction against all the powers of evil «h 
be equipped with an absolutely firm and impregnable foundation must 
than the gates of hell. Now we know on the one hand that Christ f ° nger 
the necessity of such a monarchical principle and therefore confer/?' 9 * 
a single individual supreme and undivided authority over this Ch i? 
and on the other hand we see that of all the ecclesiastical powers itU 
Christian world there is only one which perpetually and unchaniriJ i 
preserves its central and universal character; and at the same tim • 
especially connected by an ancient and widespread tradition with hi ° 
whom Christ said: “Thou art Peter, and it is upon this rock that r /in 
build my Church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it” 
Christ’s words could not remain without their effect in Christian histo^ 
and the principal phenomenon in Christian history must have an adequa^ 
cause in the word of God. Where then have Christ’s words to Peter ™ 
duced a corresponding effect except in the chair of Peter? Where do°~ 
that chair find adequate cause except in the promise made to Peter? ^ 

2. See P. Batiffol, Catholicisme et Papauti, Les difficult6s anglicanes et 
russes (1925). 

3. See Joumet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 422, where this significant 
quote from Cajetan appears: 


To understand her regime, you have only to look at her beginnings She 
did not emerge from any collectivity or community whatever. She was 
formed around Jesus Christ her Head, her Ruler, from whom all her life 
perfection and power came to her. You have not chosen me, He said but 

clearW a!!™*" V °H' fr , om the birth of the Church her constitution 
clearly appears Authority does not reside in the community it never 

EF2 ffs “ ° rde V; 0m l t e ^ one o^’to several 

reitizable nSe <? ’ 5? fr0m the VCry 0Utset > * * a single 

xecopnzable prince Since this prince is the Lord Jesus who is to live 

it ™ for S Hta Sl a r n d d y ' for , cver - * rcsults ** in natural right 

Himself a vica? whose role°!t woVd h c ° mmuni «I. >° <*«» 

community, bom to obey not to rif, b ® "A ® represent ecclesiastical 
natural Lord of this community ThT™^ blU t0 r , epresent a Prince > the 
deigned to do when Kavinn u dt > tben> was wbat Our Lord Himself 

as St. John tells us, ’the AposU^Pete^ 0 ? aSC f end { ng to heaven, He chose, 
natural right the Prince of th#» rk ter u & ? ne * 0r ^ is Vicar - And just as in 
the Church, so neither does His d °u S “P 1 draw His authority from 

upon the Church l Apologia tip Car ’ w ^° 3e P en 8s upon Him and not 

chap. 1, 4504s!) °™pama aucloritale Papae el Condlll, 

That is why if a layman were^be ef nature the P 0Wer of orders. 

diately have full teaching and p0ntiff ’ he W0ldd imme- 

would enjoy no power of orders unh A^^ ° Ver the universa l Church, but 

a: £ 450 , 

du fr?? Dc ecc ^ a ^ ^ 1 <c ° nciusionh - «*•* 3 (— 

d ^ e FOr , the P rese °t, th e h foUowinfrem!Lk b s e a^ tUC i ied th ° rou 8 hl y an appen- 
w 0 c aim thct this passage is a later in. lrecte3 against Hamack and 
later interpolation ( a „d see H. Dieck- 
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"Neuere Ansichten liber die Echtheit der Primatstelle,” Bibl. [1923], 
«—i,. The text is found in all the MSS and early translations, and so Schanz 
P <juld write with perfect justification: “This powerful passage is critically as 
incontestable as any passage in the first Gospel” (Apologie, 3rd ed.. Ill, 486. 
See A. Sloet, Heeft Christus hel Pausdom niet gesticht? [1913]; H. Dieck- 
mann, De ecclesia, 1, no. 350 ff.) And the fact that the other evangelists, 
notably SS. Mark and Luke, omitted this promise of our Lord is not proof to 
the contrary. For in the light of the special purpose for which they wrote, this 
text was not so important to them. Anyway, SS. Luke and John do testify to 
St. Peter’s primacy, but in a different way (Luke 22:31; John 21:15). Plausi¬ 
ble reasons for the omission are to be found, e.g., in A. Michiels, op. cit., 
p 36 ff.; A. Mertens, op. cit., p. 35; T. Zapalena, op. cit., I, 216, 217. 

9. See Matt. 7:24-27. 

10. The gates of hell (pylai hddou) are taken by many as referring 
to the abode of the dead or to death itself, and would thus mean that death, 
the common lot of all other things, will not destroy the Church. But the more 
common opinion is that the gates of hell signify the city or stronghold of the 
devil, i.e., whatever the devil may devise against the Church either by him¬ 
self or through the agency of wicked people. See Knabenbauer on this passage, 
and the article of Holzhey in Theol. Prakt. Quartals. (Linz), 12, 311; CCHS, 
704c. 

11. See K. Adam, “Zum auszerkanonischen und kanonischen Sprachge- 
brauch von Binden und Losen,” ThQ, 49 (1914), 161. 

12. For governing, since Peter will get the keys not for the purpose of 
establishing but of ruling the kingdom of heaven on earth. That is why it 
will not be within his competence to change anything pertaining strictly to 
the constitution given the Church by its divine Founder. 

13. Son of John: this is a popular rather than a scientific equivalent of 
the Aramaic bar yona’. “Son of Jonas” would be closer to the original. Ioannes 
(John) was a very common Greek name, and was chosen perhaps because of 
its phonetic similarity to yona’. An analogous case might be that of Saul-Paul, 
also influenced apparently by phonetic rather than etymological considerations. 
See D. Buzy on this passage in Pirot’s La Sainte Bible, 9 (Paris, 1946). 

14. Some commentators hold that the lambs indicate the less perfect 
Christians and the sheep the perfect. Others understand the lambs of the 
ordinary faithful and the sheep of the rulers, i.e., apostles, bishops. Still others 
are of the opinion that both metaphors embrace all Christians without dis¬ 
tinction. See Knabenbauer on this passage; J. B. Bauer, “ Oves meae quaenam 
sunt?” VD, 32 (1954), 321 ff. 

15. See Gen. 17:5 (Abraham); 32:38 (Israel); Num. 13:17 (Josue); Matt. 
1:21 (Jesus). 

16. Matt. 10:2-3; Mark 3:16-19; Luke 6:14-16; Acts 1:13. 

17. With the exception of just two passages: John 1:44 and Gal. 2:9. As 
for the latter passage, the situation which forms the setting for St. Pauls 
remark may well explain the inverted order. He is assuring the Galatians that 
his “Gospel” received full approval of the apostles at Jerusalem. Since he 
stressed in his preaching the freedom of Gentile converts from the observance 
of the Mosaic Law, it was quite significant for his special purpose to point 
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out that even James, who was personally much attached to that L 
extended to him the right hand of amicable agreement. H e expre ^ 
nuance by mentioning James ahead of Peter in this instance. I Cor Tin tbi8 
3:22 are not to be considered as exceptions to the general procedure f 
the order is from the lesser to the greater, and so Peter is most fitting ° F l0re 
last of all. S y named 

18. Mark 1:36; Acts 2:14; 5:29. 

19. Luke 22:31-32. This passage will be studied more thoroughly • 

section dealing with the infallibility' of the Roman pontiff. y ln tbe 

20. See J. A. Fitzmyer, S.J., "The Function of the Panacv ” Aim 

(1949), 34 ff. y ’ 121 

21. See CCHS, 819d-e. 

22 . Gal. 1:18; see X. Roiron, "Saint Paul t<$moin de la primaut^ de 
Pierre,” RSR (1913), 489. The Greek verb used here by St. Paul is verv 
teresting: historical. It means more than just "to see” and connotes mak' 
mg the personal acquaintance of an important person; and, in emnlovi™ 
it here, St. Paul pays subtle homage to the authority wielded by St Peter over 

fpJsTMo', p n! 1 ’ S “ M " J ' LagIa " 6e - Sa,nt Fau,: E t»‘™ ouxCahtix 

t epmu,am ad Romanos 8 - 5 (,owards « 

24. In the edition of Lamy, IV, 684. 

N Card^M^ ° n „ t]lephraSe J Hoc SCitote 4 • Worth reading are the following- 

Crisostomo (1^2); M^/ug.e ‘‘sfT * ch “° < ^ 

Pierre” EO (1908), p . 5 J Chrysost0me <* primautS de S. 

prophets mentioned her^arTthose r m ° dern exegetes that the 

charismatics who assisted in the n J?® Testame, d exclusively: those 
tion of the faith. Similarly the bet?* 3 *- *** ° f the g0spel and t,ie consolida- 
"aposdes” of this plage theT ?° be ** which «« - the 
early missionaries who assisted h Veaposdes the strict sense, but those 
Church. At any rate, it ’is helped spread the 

words involved that there is here tbe COntext and the meaning of the 

simply of the evangelization upon which authority, but 
°° a solid foundation. See J. H u bv s T ^ fa , lth of the chri stians rests as 
1947), p. 187 ; F.nVi A.^^ y ’ ’*•* Les ipitres de la captiviti (Paris, 


,0 Ba!il ' MSST - J ° Umet SeCmS 
t T n, " ,licaled analogical”, c l 8 . ' es P ec ‘ally divine sancUty, 

KKEF i&s&xrjs = 

any possibility foTTh 0 " 1 r Safegliard the ditS^tran^^ the uniqueness 

test becaus e of the fear 
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of Monophysitism; or (b) to creatures because of the fear of idolatry.— 
The Primacy of Peter, op. cit., p. 36-37; see also p. 57. 

28. Epistle to the Patriarch of Constantinople ML, 214, 760. 

29. Even now we still pray as follows on the Vigil of the Feast of SS. 
Peter and Paul: "We beseech Thee, almighty God, that Thou suffer no dis¬ 
turbance to unsettle us whom Thou hast founded on the confession of Thine 
apostles as on a rock.” 

30. Historic Ecclesiastica Saec. I, diss. 4. 3, 2. A full discussion of the 
difficulties occasioned by some passages in the fathers may be found in 
Palmieri, De Romano Pontifice, Thesis 1 (second edition), p. 317 ff.; see the 
short but excellent study of J. Crehan, S.J., "Scripture, Tradition and the 
Papacy,” Scripture, 7 (1955), 6 ff. 

31. S.Th., I, q. 43, a. 1, corpus. 

32. Of the early fathers, Clement of Alexandria thought that the Cephas 
reproved by St. Paul was someone other than St. Peter. Others, following 
Origen’s lead, thought that the reproach was just an act put on for the benefit 
of the faithful with St. Peter’s consent. Both are, of course, groundless as¬ 
sumptions. But these very obvious attempts to safeguard the prestige of the 
prince of the apostles show what a deep conviction the fathers had of Peter’s 
prerogatives. 

33. See J. W. Moran, S.J., "The Two Pillars of Rome,” AER, 130 (1954), 

1-8. 

34. According to Cajetan, the apostles were equal as apostles; but as 
Christ’s sheep, deprived here below of His visible presence, they were en¬ 
trusted to the care of Peter, the sole pastor (op. cit., cap. 3, no. 23). See C. 
Joumet, Church of the Word, op. cit., p. 144 ff. 

35. See Suarez, De fide, disp. 10, sect. 1, nos. 2, 25; St. Robert Bellarmine, 
De romano pontifice, lib. 1, cap. 9; Cavagnis, op. cit., II (3rd ed.), no. 20, 
and see also no. 6 . Jurisdiction is used here in the sense of ruling or governing 
power, for we are not now considering the constitutive power or apostolate in 
its strict sense. 

36. Billot, De ecclesia Chrlsti (Rome, 1927), p. 563 ff. He adds that 
there is nothing to prevent the jurisdiction which each one received directly 
from Christ from being considered as derived from Peter's fulness: 

Since Peter’s power clearly depended on Christ, there was nothing to 
prevent Christ from personally making the aposdes as really and truly 
sharers in this power as if by Peter’s own will and act jurisdiction had 
been imparted to them. We have in fact a clear example of this when 
the sovereign pontiff personally appoints someone vicar-general or per¬ 
sonally appoints a pastor with the ordinary jurisdiction proper to this 
office. For then the pastor’s jurisdiction is as really and truly a_ share> in 
the power proper to the bishop as if it had been received from the bishop 
himself.— Loc. cit., p. 578. , .. 

For various views on this matter, see C. Joumet, Church of the Word, oP c '* > 
p. 384; J. C. Fenton, "St. Peter and Apostolic Jurisdiction," AER, 120 (1949), 
500 ff.’ 

37. See J. W. Moran, S.J., loc. cit. 

38. See P. Batiffol, “Princeps Apostolorum,” RSR (1928), p. 31. 
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89. Miscellanea ix. 2. 

40. See I Cor. 15:10; St. Augustine: 

When you see a reference to the Apostle, if there is no specific 
to which apostle, then no one but Paul is meant, since he is bette * iT as 
than the other apostles because of his epistles and because he*^ l"' 1 * 
harder than all of them -Contra duos epistulas Pclaginnorum iii 4 Vor,ced 

41. In the words of the Vatican Council: 

That the episcopate itself might be one and indivisible, and that th u 
vast multitude of the faithful might be preserved in oneness of faith j 
of communion by a closely knit body of priests, He [Christ] gay* p 8 ™ 
charge over the other apostles and thereby established in his person th* 
unfailing principle and visible foundation of both unities.-Loc ° w 6 
Preamble. ‘ cit > 

When we say that Christ established the primacy of one physical person 
that His Church might be one, we do not mean that it would be absolutel° 
impossible for the Church to be one apart from a monarchical primacy hi 
just that factually Christ preferred this arrangement. Furthermore, “one person 
is a more fitting basis of unity than many persons [an aristocracy] would be" 
(ScG, IV, 76). 


42. Some non-Catholics mistakenly attack the perpetuity of the primacy 
by pointing out that the primacy seems to have been promised and granted to 

21 i r ^ Pe ^ 0na /-I 35 3 feW f rd /° r his faith (Matt 16:10 ) and love (John 
.15). They fail to see the distinction between the purpose for which the 

jTmef ^ ^ — 

43. St. Augustine expresses the same opinion when he asserts that the 

but •wTrfTSSr TV* a resu, ‘ 0f ■"» "'Wta ,o that office, 
father who represents ’ ap0Sl ?! ale " ,e - the manner of a 

Augustine had a special reason* fa •* ^i*. who re P res ™ts his realm. St. 
frequently. It was the Novatian he usmg particular terminology quite 
the power to forgive sinsTn/l T ^ WhiCh denied *0 Church had 
« f «faence^a“i'p± t lhe > given to Peter had gone 
345. *“• S “ Palm ' eri . De Romano pontlfice, Thesis I, p. 

444 ^“"°"'Thr’LoMl° S Ch Cil t. 0f r ,he R ° man See >" AER ’ 118 
454 ff. Local Church of Rome" AER, 122 (1950), 

45. Hanraclr freely admitted that: 

° f *” ep SC c »d tr ,im ° as ** resuit ° i ,hc 

CTn .. t °L ?V° h ™ C " 8 ' 1 ' 'd«m , t h deiib th .TV* cleans 

^ b '‘" d himself to facts.- 

4e lso s“^,“"s F ?zr B d i a P !&r- 

Hughes, op. c., 7M4; , Fineg ^°Jj“ »Th (m2)! P. 3S ; P. 

61 Uom 'he Ancient Pott I 


(90) 


THE CHURCH’S NATURE 

1047 ) P- 374-379; C. Journet, The Primacy of Peter, p. 122; S. Lyonnet, 
c r "De ministerio Romano S. Petri ante adventum S. Pauli,” VD, 33 (1955), 
143* ff Recent excavations beneath the Basilica of St. Peter have served to 
corroborate the ancient tradition. They attracted world-wide attention and 
the literature on them is extensive. The best study of their archaeological 
significance is J. M. C. Toynbee’s “The Shrine of St. Peter and its Setting," 
journal of Roman Studies (1953), p. 1 ff. The official report fills two large 
folio volumes entitled Esplorazioni sotto la Confessione di San Pietro in Vatl- 
cano (Vatican, 1951). See also C. Journet, loc. cit., p. 127-129; R. T. 
O’Callaghan, S.J., “Recent Excavations Underneath the Vatican Crypts,” The 
Biblical Archaeologist, 12 (1949), 2 ff.; "Vatican Excavations and the Tomb 
of Peter,” ibid., 16 (1953), 70 ff.; L. Cristiana, "Excavations at the Vatican,” 
ThD, 2 (1954), 33 ff. The March 27, 1950 issue of Life has several pages 
of excellent photographs taken on the site of the excavations. 

47. A distinction must be made between the principal and the secondary 
questions in the matter. The principal question is: does the bishop of Rome 
have the primacy which was Peter’s? The secondary one is: how did it come 
about that the primacy devolved upon the bishop of Rome in preference to 
all others? These two questions are not at all identical, for it is certain that 
God could have arranged either directly or through Peter that thj primacy 
continue after Peter in the see of Rome—even if Peter had never held that see. 
But although the secondary question, the fact of Peter, must be distinguished 
(logically) from the fundamental one, it seems advantageous not to separate 
the two in practice. For by pointing out the route by which Peter’s primacy 
was transmitted to the bishops of Rome, one anticipates the difficulties raised 
by those adversaries who try to weaken the earliest testimonies regarding the 
primacy of the Roman pontiffs by saying: “We grant that the Roman Church 
exercised some sort of primacy from earliest times, but we are not at all sure 
what title it had to such primacy.” 

48. See J. Chapman, Studies on the Early Papacy (1928). 

49. See C. Journet, The Primacy of Peter, op. cit., p. 109-110; Church of 
the Word, op. cit., p. 470 ff.: 

We have seen that, although Peter alone had the power to rule the uni¬ 
versal Church, the other Apostles had, equally with him but in an ex¬ 
traordinary way, the power to found local Churches. On one point there¬ 
fore they were his equals, and his right could seem to be limited and 
neutralized by theirs. That explains not only why St. Paul could act with 
so great a freedom, but also why the jurisdictional primacy, which rested 
first with Peter and was handed on to his successors in the Chair of Rome, 
was unable to bring all its virtualities to bear at the outset. It was only 
after the death of the Apostles that it could begin to express itself fully... . 
Rome, once more, could not be unaware of the privileges she had inherited 
from Peter. But in the Churches that lay beyond her immediate influence 
there appears, after the death of the Apostles, a certain lack of co-ordma- 
tion. The whole life, the whole immediate unity of each of these Churches, 
was gathered instinctively round the bishop whose authority therefore 
stood out clearly, as the letters of St. Ignatius witness, and later, those 
of St. Cyprian. This instinct was of course right and infallible. But how 
then would the unity of the universal Church be understood? The m- 
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sight here was less penetrating. Everything seemed at times 
as if it were believed that the bishops, being successors of th t0 A hap P e n 
had only to be in agreement with each other to create by M . P° s des, 
communion, and dispense to the universal Church, the holy u > inter - 
was assured her by the Apostles themselves as long as they liv* f 
precisely lay the loophole for illusion. For the Apostles had rec’ i ere 
sides the simple episcopal jurisdiction, an extraordinary power of^^’ be ' 
ment which was not to be continued in the bishops their sucee g ° Vern ' 
which, after their decease, would leave full scope to the iuri d*/*’* but 
primacy of Peter and liis successors. It was not possible to pass'T 1Cti0l J al 
government of Apostles to that of the bishops without stennimr 1)16 
another level; and the tiling destined by providence to restn ^ u° 
equilibrium needed for the life and unity of the great Church wf 
cisely the full exercise of the Roman primacy. Rome never foreot 
trudi; but it might perhaps be said that she wished the Churches fess m 
mediately under her dependence to have time enough to rediscover 
divine importance by experience.-p. 470-471. r its 

See below, nn. 61-63. 

i. SZXZZfiS 1 *** T - op -*• '■ 279 * 

AiVe ' W 3 - 3: And 

This letter proves that already at the end of the first centurv the Rn m ,n 

schichte, I (3rd ed.), 444. y * °* l0Ve * d of authon ty .-Dogmenge- 

52. Eusebius HE 3. 16; 4 23 

53. See QP, I, 69. 

ever^S ^ *. 10-11; D, Qua S «en, how- 

? e useTto r th 0 em.' , has E v P Mtou s I*" S00n „ realize that **“ word 

on the fact that in several insh* eamn £®; Funk, basing his solution 

“d Bam. M) <l SfL 1 V i S ™ Urn - 12 1; TrM ‘ 3J 

respective Churches, turned th^oc , dgape a synonym for the 

presiding over the bond of love’-^nd ***? i! eUer to tlle Roman s by, 
of saymg ‘the Church universal* But mor ^ bei " g mereIy another way 

T^ele and A. Ehrhard have proved th^r V eC f m investi g a ^ns by J. 

P' en the context and the trend of atl0n is scarcely correct, 

Latin, Syriac, and Armenian versfon!^? th ° Ught - Moreover, the old 
such a rendition. Rather convincing IgUatlUS E P is ^s do not favor 
O ■"? ^ r rd this passage SUggestio “ of J. Thiele, namely, 

enkindi ei ^ nd by L <a S a P e ' the totality of tU^ P r <>founder meaning, and 
enkindled in us by his love. Then Itn^H SUpe , rnatur al life which Christ 
which 6 aS8,gn t0 the R oman Ch U r c ^ amL^ Uld by the P hras * Presiding 
Ae essence and Iead in that 
lem D resen/d !? y ^^ ris J t s divine lov e for 1!"^° the new order brought 
taken in it C by S0 d *® cu lt an expression as * de from the prob- 

aKHS?.tdSSSr; 

"ght to universal eccleshsu^^^^ 
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Adversus haerescs iii. 3. 2; see J. C. Fenton, "The Apostolicity of the 
Roman See," AER, 118 (1948) 444 ff. 

56. Ibid.; the translation is that of J. Quasten (QP, I, 303), who, espe- 
ally for the translation of the key phrase propter potentiorem principalitatem, 

"because of its more efficient leadership,” follows A. Ehrhard, Die Kirche der 
Mortyrer (Munich, 1932). Other translations of this phrase are possible. J. 
C Fenton, art. cit., p. 447, seems to prefer "preeminent authority”; another 
plausible rendering would be "authoritative leadership.” The basic meaning 
is in any case, quite clear. See G. Schneemann, "De ecclesiae romanae prin- 
c/patu testimonium s. Irenaei,” Coll. Lac., 4 (Appendix); J. Forget, “Le 
t&noignage de saint Ir4n£e en faveur de la primaute romaine,” ETL (1928), 
p. 437; T. Zapalena, op. cit., I, 295 ff.; P. Batiffol, L’iglise naissante, p. 251- 
252; C. Dawson, The Making of Europe, p. 33, n. 

57. See Hefele, Conciliengeschichte, I (2nd ed.), 92. Quartodeciman: 
from the Latin for fourteenth: 

The actual date of the death and resurrection of Our Lord formed no part 
of the Church’s traditional faith. From very early on the different Churches 
followed each their own judgment in die matter. By the end of the 
second century the majority of the Churches, Rome amongst them, had 
come to celebrate the Resurrection on the Sunday which followed the 14th 
day of the Jewish month of Nisan. The Churches of the Roman province 
of Asia (Asia proconsularis) celebrated the commemoration of Our Lord’s 
death rather than His resurrection, and kept it on the 14th of Nisan 
whether that day fell on a Sunday or not. This difference of observance 
was felt as a serious inconvenience, and, in 154, the pope of the time, 
Anicetus, made an effort to win over to the Roman and more general prac¬ 
tice the bishop whose prestige might have brought in the rest of the 
Asiatics-St. Polycarp of Smyrna. St. Polycarp invoking the great name of 
the apostle St. John as the source of the Asiatic tradition, would not be 
persuaded and endeavoured in his turn to win over Anicetus. But Amcetus, 
too, had his tradition—the tradition of his predecessors in the Roman see. 
There the matter rested-the harmony of charity between the two bishops 
in no way disturbed. 

In 167 this difference of practice again came to the fore. . . . Twenty-four 
or twenty-five years later, ... the question came up once more and 
speedily developed into a crisis of the first magnitude.—P. Hughes, op. cit., 
I, 122-123. , , . . ' 

58. Eusebius HE 5. 24. The extent of authority which Victor claimed tor 
himself in this affair is clear from the remark of Lightfoot ( Clemens Romanus, 
I, 70), who called him for this very reason the prototype of Hildebrand and 
Innocent III. See P. Hughes, op. cit., I, 123 ff. 

59. See G. Bardy, “L’autoritS du stege romain et les controverses du III 8 
stecle," RSR (1924), 255; 385. 

60. De pudicitia 1. 6; see chaps. 13 and 21. In the matter of penitential 
discipline, there was in the second century a school of thought which sought 
to limit drastically the power of the Church to forgive sins. Tertulhan ex¬ 
pressed such views in his De pcenitentia. For him an involved process of 
public penance, the so-called Exomologesis, was necessary for the forgiveness 
of post-baptismal sins, and pardon could be thus obtained once and once 
only. 

The sinner who relapses must thereafter negotiate his own pardon with 
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the mercy of God. Nor is the Exomologesis available for even, 1 ,- 
Three sins notably are excluded-idolatry, murder, and forni ■ of Un¬ 

church does not teach that these sins are unforgivable. Mer 1 °k‘ 
not take it upon herself to forgive those who commit them T1 '" S " e wiI1 
admitted to the ranks of the penitent there to remain for the nPl °I ay be 
life. Their penance will avail them much in the sight of God^ k tbeir 
Church does not formally receive them back into her cotnmunio r the 
with tin’s reservation in the discipline of the Exomologesis that th 11 Was 
of Calixtus I is concemed.-P. Hughes, op. cit., I, 134-135 the action 


61. See J. C. Fenton, "The Apostolicity of the Roman See" APR 
(1948), 444 ff.; D. Van den Eynde, Les normes de I’enseignement ch 2ut 
dam h litterature patristique des trois premiers siicles (Gembloux 1q2T 
p. 203 ff. J. Quasten, however, is of a different mind: ’ 933 


The question is, who was this bishop? Many identify him with Pn n i 
listus (217-222). No grounds for doubting this would exist if Terh.lP 
w-ere pointing to the same case as caused the schism of Ilippolvtus J*" 
it were certain, that the precedent mentioned in De pudicitia could 
been set only at Rome Neither the former nor the latter can be estab® 
lished, as pointed out above. The titles pontifex iruiximus and episcopal 
episcoporum do not prove the contrary, because they are employed 

i!Zd^ y ’ Lke th L 0therS ’ be P^ nissirn us Dei interpret, bonus paftor # 
benedtctus papa. Moreover, they were unknown at that time as specific 
designations of the bishop of Rome.-QP, If 313 ‘ P ° c 

Since snch eminent authorities axe divided on the relevance of this text it 
would seem wise no, ,0 press i, as an element in the proof of The pms’ern 


T° r the ex P ression “the chief church,” see C. Kneller 

Cyprian und die romische Kirche,” ZkTh (1911) n 674- A rl’AU “n- l •’ 

principalis,” RSR (1921), p. 374 . ^ P> 6?4 ’ A ’ d A1 ^ s > Eccles,a 

origin of the ^tltas^acerdotali^H^ ecclesia Vrincipalis and the point of 
quite clear diat he d oe Tj t t 1 ^ GVen in this letter he make * * 

for other sees because he exnect! 1? t0 R p° me anyhigher ri S ht to legislate 
‘since to each senaratn ck k j y Cr I J 0t to ,nte rfere in his own diocese 
flock to direct and govern and^end aS . been , assigned one Portion of the 
to the Lord’ ( Epist. 59 141 n ■ der ber f a ft er an account of his ministry 
. to oppose Pope Stephen in fkl *!. pr ®? ,sel y this same idea which led him 
called his consistent attitude M R^ 10 ? k° f rebaptism » but it cannot be 
to his reaction to Pope Commit . Ve . not . b ? s recently and rightly pointed 
Fortunatus, which Cyprian had mqu ! ries . a bout the consecration of 
In his reply, the African prehtp 0 nr j ec I wthout first consulting Rome. 

rSisrsz ° ! tstzssr* oMmion 10 10 ihe 

actually reudering an°aSf dfe f es P°"aibihty to Cod alone but, by 
to expect submission of any ‘matte/nf den t, recognizes Cornelius’ right 
foil 6 rCaS °L ex Phiins exactly the samp , ei ? 0u Sh importance or gravity.’ The 
Rowing the death of Pop" Fzb *Tl2M?T When ’ during the vacancy 
alio hevSw theU disa PP r °val of Cjmrian’s mere clerg >' of the capital 
the Rorr,r k S 3 r f P0rt of his conduct and 8 ° mg mt0 hiding; in this case 
obligation n aCtion vvit h regard to tk° V f r and beyond that, adopts 

vStt ? th = 
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g 3 The year before, in the matter of some deposed bishops in Spain, 
Cyprian refused Rome any right to interfere. It was for the people to depose 
staful bishops. They were the competent judges. And now, in this incident of 
Marcian of Arles, 

St. Cyprian, in his indignation, has forgotten his own theory of the year 
before. He contradicts it. He is appealing, once more, in the traditional 
manner to the potentior principalitas of the ecclesia principalis. A year 
later, and in conflict with Rome on a question of policy, he once more 
involves himself in novelties and contradiction.—P. Hughes, op. cit., I, 143. 
Hughes’ sketch of St. Cyprian’s temperament and background throws no little 
light on this whole matter: 

It has been well said of St. Cyprian that “He was a practical man without 
any philosophy or theology.” He repeats the tradition, he borrows very 
largely from Tertullian, he writes a highly cultivated Latin, but there is 
nowhere evidence that he possessed any power of seeing general principles 
in the learning he had, nor of deducing thence, in his day to day applica¬ 
tion of it, further general truths. The one subject which he ventures to 
explore is this question of the Church and its nature. He explores it simply 
because exploration of it is forced on him by the controversies he cannot 
escape. And it is in the spirit of a practical controversialist, eager to find 
arguments and confirmation of his policy that he explores it. The pitfalls 
to which such a character is exposed in such a work are very easy to 
imagine. St. Cyprian was to experience them in full measure.— Ibid., 
p. 141. 

64. See P. Hughes, loc. cit., p. 145. 

65. St. Cyprian Epistula 74. 1; Epistula Firmiliani ad Cyprianum 17. It 
is not hard to see how our adversaries infer from the actions of St. Cyprian 


(and Finnilian) that he did not acknowledge the primacy of the Roman 
pontiff. But it is one thing to resist legitimate authority from time to time in 
particular cases, and quite another to refuse absolutely to recognize that 
authority. It must be granted that St. Cyprian neither wrote nor acted as he 
should have in this business. But who is the preferable witness, a Cyprian in 
the heat of anger or a Cyprian calm and objective, acknowledging in the 
clearest of terms the primacy of the Church of Rome? The latter, certainly. 
We are sure that peace was soon restored between the see of Rome and St. 
Cyprian, but it is not quite clear how this came about. The more probable 
explanation seems to be that Sixtus II, the successor of Stephen, at the urging 
especially of Dionysius of Alexandria, did not press the decree of Stephen 
(which was only disciplinary, not doctrinal), and that he re-established actual 
communion with Cyprian, a communion which had been broken in fact only. 
See J. Ernst, "War der hi. Cyprian excommuniciert?” ZkTh (1894), 473; 
“Der angebliche Widerruf des hi. Cyprian in der Ketzertauffrage,” ibid. 
(1895), 234. Moreover, the outcome of the whole controversy argues in favor 
of the primacy of the Roman pontiff. For although Cyprian and others defied 
him, and although they had reasons on their side which could not be ignored, 
still the universal Church followed the opinion of St. Stephen. See above, 
nn. 49, 62; J. C. Fenton, loc. cit. (n. 61, above); T. Zapalena, op. cit., I, 
313 ff. Hughes sums the matter up well: 

St. Cyprian, it is not hard to understand why, has been the chosen patron 
of the modem sects whose ideal is a Catholicism without the Roman 
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primacy. But so to esteem him is to do him serious injustice Th 
ical impasse into which at the end of his career his untheoloiri , eolo 8- 
tality led him must be judged in the light of his whole w rncr >- 
mood which found expression when storms provoked his gallant , 9,(5 
side by side with those calmer hours when, free from the nec S °- Set 
justify a policy, “he recognized in the Roman See an altogethe^'^ t0 
importance because it is the See of that Apostle upon whom Chri? 560 ^ 
ferred the primacy of apostolic authority.”-op. cit., I, 146-147 St C ° n * 

66. St. Athanasius Epistula de decretis Nicaenae synodi 25. 

67. St. Athanasius Apologia contra Arianos 20; 35. 

68. HE 2. 15; see Concilium Serdicense can. 3-5; Ilefele Conrilt 

schichte, I (2nd ed.), no. 64; DB 576 ff. ’ engc ' 

69. See Hefele, op. cit., II (2nd ed.), 164, 180, 184 

70. Labbe, HI, 626. 

71. See F. K. Murphy, C.SS.R., Peter Speaks through Leo: The Council 
of Chalcedon, A. D. 451 (Washington, 1952). 

72. See Hefele, loc. cit., p. 440; 545-547. 

, Jf®- The reference here is to canon 3 of the First Council of Constantinople 
38D; The bishop of Constantinople ought to have primacy of honor 
(td presbeia tis timSs) after the bishop of Rome, since it is New-Rome’’ See 
Hefele, loc. cit., p. 17. 

in hc ' Cit - > P' , 527; T> Hara Pin> Primatus pontificis Romani 

I 318 ff Chalcedonensi * Ecclesiae dissidentes (1923); P. Hughes, op. cit., 

75. See T. Harapin, op. cit., p. 549; P. Hughes, ibid 
onWon oTSn^ S T ffW de ° cclesia (3rd ed.), p. 539, for the peculiar 
2? 6) to s^nnn^ ’ 3ppea l ed eSpecialIy to St * Epiphanius ( Haerescs 
at ol p e 7 r P an , p C , 0 T ti0n thal 1116 Church of Rome bad two bishops 

L Z ^ u Vvr h a way 11131 Peter * head and p™* * 

pLTt A ctf ^ ! afegU3rd f his Prestige ” °d Conatum in catal. 

V ?‘ XIII > P '°Pyl°eum ad Acta SS. Mali, 33). 
letter of I^ 0 Xlll^Pmn 1 ^ ^ In ^ abiJ is (DB 1641), and the apostolic 
78. See J C VeZT May “■ 1899 (conclusion). 

Duchesne: ’ c • (n. 61, above). In the words of Msgr. 

padocia to the ends °L the Wert! fr ° m ^ rabia > °srhoene and Cap- 

>n government, in ritual in oWuui m ev crything, i n faith, in discipline, 
Roman Church. She was evervwh ^ 6 i, worbs » ceaseless action of the 
"'here present, kn ° Wn ’ as St - ^naeus says, every- 

allel, without rival. There wa/nn d > everywhere followed; without par- 
Later there were to be patriarchates ° n , the same footing, 

lineaments are hardly to be detect?“* £**? local primacies. Their first 
T re ° r ,. les * va guely. Above these orlrw 6 ^ rd centur y, and then only 
bove all the isolated Churches rn« m COurse of formation, as 

ajesty, the Roman Church represente 1 vf u° man ^ burcb in sovereign 
who thn Ck v, t0 i. tlle two Baders of the Anosml^ ^^ ops whose long line 
the dl0ugbt berse lf, called herself and P l ° , c | loir > tbe Roman Church 
aLZT r and ° rgan of uniSSLSi^g h , eld Ry a11 world to be 
quoted by Journet, Church of the Word * ^ (Paris ’ 1896 )• P- 155; 

* op - <**•» P. 442, note 2. 

( 96 ) 


p://w 


THE CHURCH’S NATURE 

70 De unitate ecclesiae (1st ed.) 4. ACW trans. On the authenticity and 
tv of this work, see C. A. Kneller, "Der hi. Cyprian und die Idee der 
,ntegr y 05 (1003), 498; C. Journet, Church of the Word, op. cit., 

JV QP f II, 349-352; J. C. Fenton, he. cit., p. 451; T. Zapalena, he. cit., 

P 3 80. See J. C. Fenton, loc. cit., p. 454. 



CHAPTER III 


The Properties of the Church 


Article I 

THE CHURCH’S INFALLIBILITY 
j. Meaning of the Term 

II. Errors: 

1. Protestants 

a. Pistoians 

b. Jansenists 

2. Modernists 

III. The Fact of Infallibility: 

Proposition: When the teaching office of the Church hands 
down decisions on matters of faith and morals 
in such a way as to require of everyone full and 
absolute assent, it is infallible. 

Proof: 1. from the promises of Christ; 

2. from the testimony of the Apostle; 

3 . from the testimony of the early fathers; 

4. theological argument. 

Corollary: The infallibility of the Synagogue. 

IV. The Object of Infallibility: 

Proposition 1: The primary object of infallibility is each and 
every religious truth contained formally in the 
sources of revelation. 

Proof: 1. from the words of Christ; 

2. from the express purpose of infallibility. 


Sequel 

Proposition 2: The secondary object of infallibility comprises 
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all those matters which are so closel 
nected with the revealed deposit thnf V C ° n ' 
tion itself would be imperilled unW* 1 * 
absolutely certain decision could S an 
about them. ma de 

Assertion 1: The Church’s infallibility extends to th 

ical conclusions. colog. 

Proof: 1. from the purpose of infallibility- 
2. from the mind of the Church. 

Assertion 2: The Church’s infallibility extends to dogmati 
facts. 

Proof: 1. from the purpose of infallibility; 

2. from the practice of the Church. 

Objection: The Three Chapters. 

Corollary: The Church does not usually pass judgment 
directly on the dogmatic fact itself, but on the 
proposition which, through the medium of a 
dogmatic fact, is deduced from a revealed 
premise. 

Assertion 3: The Church’s infallibility extends to the gen- 
eral discipline of the Church. 

Troof: 1. from the purpose of infallibility; 

2. from the official statement of the Church. 
Corollary: Lex orandi est lex credendi (The law of prayer 
is the law of belief) 

Assertion 4: The Church’s infallibility extends to the ap- 

Prnnt- l r pr °c a 0f reli S‘ ous orders. 

/• 1. from the purpose of infallibility; 

Assertion ^^r£ M ,J mvicHon of the Church. 

■ The Church s infallibility extends to the can- 
Pmf i r mzatl0n of saints. 

Proof: 1. from the solid conviction of the Church; 

elat/to r° f *?*»«*• fallibility in matters 
V TJi x, 6d trUth itself a revealed truth? 

■ The Nature of Infallibility 

1 of 0 t er”T' y aCtUaI *—• of error, but the impossibility 
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2 A privilege which depends for its exercise on some objec¬ 
tive, external help. 

3. Its efficient cause is the assistance of the Holy Spirit. 

4. The divine assistance does not render superfluous human 
industry. 

5. This assistance extends to the threefold function of the 
Church’s rulers as: 

a. witnesses of revelation; 

b. teachers of religious truth; 

c. arbiters of controversy. 

Sequel: The Rule of Faith: 

1. established by Christ Himself; 

2. nicely accommodated to people’s needs. 
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The Properties of the Church 


The Church’s properties are those qualities which flow from t 
very essence and are a necessary part of it. Authors differ somewhat 
in enumerating these properties; and some distinguish between 
properties and endowments. But the difference seems to concern 
method and terminology rather than the matter itself. Seven pron- 
erties, then, can be listed: visibility, indestructibility, infallibility 
unity, holiness, catholicity, and apostolicity. Since visibility and in 
destruchbihty have already been considered, there remain for dis¬ 
cussion only the last five. 

Article I 

THE CHURCH’S INFALLIBILITY 
77* I. Meaning of the Term 

froJ^rwjl a ? iHty itS , elf todicates a Pessary immunity 
means that the Church S ^ church's infallibility, one 
otters 0 / be dece - d ia 

Church; but it belongs in * 155 a P rer °gative of the whole 
of teaching and in anothp 006 W& ^ t0 t ^° Se wbo the office 

distinction between active wil0 . are tau ght. Hence the 

are rendered immune from & * 1 lty ’, wbicb the Church’s rulers 
infallibility, by which all V ^ en ^ ey tea °b; and passive 

«• i„ their b S faithful are preserved from 

ability: for the faXl are kern be T" 1 “ ° aUSed by active infab 
only by loyally following theff mil r error in reIi 8 ious matters 
by the same restrictions as is activ/ S ' f C °" se< l uen tly, it is limited 
* Nos 71 76 of t, r 6 lnfaUibi %> and it will there- 

71 ~ 76 ° f Ae Lat * edition are 150a-h in A 

a n in the present edition. 
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suffice to treat only the latter. Active infallibility may be 
for f e( j as follows: the privilege by which the teaching office of 
h Church, through the assistance of the Holy Spirit, is preserved 
< C mune from error when it defines a doctrine of faith or morals. 

* The words through the assistance of the Holy Spirit indicate that 
this freedom from error is something derived; the words when it 
defines a doctrine of faith or morals limit this inerrancy to definite 
subject matter. 

II. Errors 

1 Protestants in general ascribe infallibility to no church, at 
least to no visible church. The Puseyists were willing to grant it to 
some sort of ideal Church made up of the Roman Catholic, Greek, 
and Anglican communions. The Pistoians asserted that infallibility, 
like all sacred power, had been given principally and directly to the 
whole body of the faithful, but to rulers only as agents of that 
body. The Jansenists of Holland seem to follow the same opinion, 
since they demand for an infallible decree: (a) that delegates or 
representatives of the whole “Church be gathered together for a 
ecumenical council; (b) that these delegates agree that the doc¬ 
trine belongs to the deposit of faith and that it has always been 
accepted by the whole Church; (c) that their judgment be ratified 
universally by the Church throughout the world. 

2. Modernists, since they acknowledge not even a divinely es¬ 
tablished teaching office, naturally do not admit that the privilege of 
infallibility was granted this office. The doctrinal or dogmatic 
authority which they themselves grant the Church s rulers means 
only this: that these rulers are to be watchfully alert for what may, 
at any given period, be going on in the Christian consciousness, 
so that they may give it apt formulation. Of course the fon "^ e 
must be modified as soon as they no longer correspond with the 
new mentality and the evolution of religious consciousness. In 
fact, in the Modernist system, the duty of doctrinal authority is 
not to see to it that there is never any change in the believing 
or in the understanding of the absolute and urmrmtable truth 
preached from the beginning by the apostles. This authority is 
rather to take care that that be maintained which may seem best 
adapted to the cultural level of each generation. 1 

The first step in the treatment to follow will be a demonstration 
of the fact of infallibility. Next in order will be a study of its object 
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or extent, and finally an investigation into its nature. Th 
discussion of the subject of infallibility fits more convenientl 1 ^ 131 
the second section of tins treatise. Suffice it to mention 1 ^f 0 

anticipation of the fuller discussion, that that subject is b * n 
body of the Church’s rulers together with its head, in other” h ^ 
the Roman Catholic college of bishops, and the supreme^ 
the whole Church, the Roman pontiff. ru er 

III. The Fact of Infallibility 2 

79 Proposition: When the teaching office of the Church hands down 
decisions on matters of faith and morals in such a wau as t 
require of everyone full and absolute assent, it is infallible 
This is a dogma of faith. 

teaching office of the Church or, as they say, “the teaching 
Church, is made up of those to whom God entrusted the right 
and the duty to teach the Christian religion authoritatively. The 
words m matters of faith and morals in such a way as to require 
tiaTb V ° ne fUU md , absolute assenl ” are included in the proposi- 
r™!'r° rdmg t0 , Catholic teachi "& Church’s rulers 
but nnlv L any „ an , d ever V exor cise of their teaching power; 

rntend to bM US ‘ ng fu ‘" eSS ° f ** authority, they clearty 

trT e Z c bS ,? 1Ute aSSent OT - as common par- 
to the Christia "T' • ° y ~, e ^ nC som cthing in matters pertaining 
d>e dog™«' deert g,0 ? t . ' at * Why al1 "^gians d.tmguish in 
things set forth ther S ° k ° councds or °f the popes between those 
by way of illustration" ^ W3y de fi nition an< l those used simply 
ing aU afeebt^ " . ar f. mentation - For *e intention of bind- 
Hons, reasons for the definitT* 10 "’ a" 1 * n0t tbe historical observa- 
ticular instance”. S ° forth ’ And if some par- 
not made sufficiently clear th ° gmng a defin itive decision were 
such definitions to give th ^ n ° ° ne W0ldd ^e held by virtue of 
law at all. ' ^ assent <* faith; a doubtful law is no 

farm in which it is here'stoted^it'k™^ 66 ' 1 defined in the precise 
the universal teaching of the Ph a dogma of faith by reason of 
oil did define that the Roman i Vatican Coun- 

det ** n iVine Redee ™ wifcd Hk ? h VS d,at infallibility with 
fining a doctrine of faith or morals.”* h ° h *° be “l m 'PP cd In 
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proof: 

1 . From the promises of Christ, (a) Christ said to the apostles 
in the Last Supper discourse, “And l will ask the Father, and he 
will & rant y° u anot ^ er Advocate to be with you for all time to 
come, the Spirit of Truth ... he will make his permanent stay with 
you and in you. . . . but the Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the 
Father will send in my name, will teach you all things, and refresh 
your memory of everything 1 have told you ” (John 14:16-17, 26). 
“But when he, the Spirit of truth, has come, he will conduct you 
through the whole range of truth ” (John 16:13). Then, after His 
Resurrection, He added, "... you shall be baptized with the Holy 
Spirit not many days hence . . . you shall receive power when the 
Holy Spirit comes upon you, and you shall be my witnesses in 
Jerusalem and in all Judea and Samaria and even to the very ends 
of the earth” (Acts 1:5, 8 ). 

Two things are promised in these texts: the Holy Spirit, as the 
Teacher of truth (a) will come upon the apostles to imbue them 
with an exceedingly rich knowledge of the Christian religion; (b) 
He will remain with them forever. The purpose and the result of 
both these aids is that the apostles will preach Christ’s religion 
pure and unabridged “even to the very ends of the earth. 

The former promise has in view especially the first communica¬ 
tion of the Christian religion and, furthermore, at least in the strict 
and full sense, refers to the apostles alone. The latter promise, 
which is concerned more directly with the practice and preserva¬ 
tion of this religion, cannot, in view of the words themselves 
and of the purpose intended, be limited to the apostles personally; 
but embraces the apostolic college as it is to continue forever. But 
if the Holy Spirit is to remain with the successors of the apostles 
forever, and is to be in them that they may be witnesses of Christ 
to the ends of the earth, He will doubtless keep them from error 
when they define Christian doctrine. For would they really be 
witnesses of Christ if they corrupted His doctrine in even one 
point and unjustifiably demanded the assent of all to a falsehood, 
(b) “Absolute authority in heaven and on earth has been con¬ 
ferred upon me. Go, therefore, and initiate all nations in disciple- 
ship . and teach them to observe all the commandments 1 have 
given you. And mark: I am with you at all times as long as the 
world will last ” (Matt. 28:20). These words contain a promise to 
the apostolic college, as to a perpetual institution, of continuous 
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and effective aid in teaching all nations the religion 0 f pu 
(see no. 20). But this aid certainly includes infallibility f. 
they could err at times in defining Christian doctrine, the^ ^ 
of the aid would not be realized. P Ur Pose 

Furthermore, the force of Christ’s promise is highlight 
an extraordinary manner by the obligation enjoined on all , 10 
accept the doctrine preached by the apostles and by thc^r° n t0 
cessors throughout all ages: “He that believes . . . w Hi jj C SU ^' 
but he that dees not believe will be condemned ” (Mark 16*161 
Could our Lord have imposed this obligation without any limit ’ 
tion or restriction, and under the threat of eternal damnation if 
He had left to posterity a teaching authority which was liable tn 
error? * ro 

2. From the testimony of the Apostle. St. Paul: 7 write these 
instructions to you, so that .. . you may know what your conduct 
should be in the house of God which is the Church of the livine 
God, the pillar and bulwark of truth (1 Tim. 3:14-15) Truth 
purely and simply is the whole body of truth leading to eternal 
salvation: Christian doctrine in its entirety. The Church consid- 
ered absolutely i.e„ the universal Church, is called a thoroughly 
.f a d n P ' U " ° f ‘ h,s bet »use it bears and supports the tnith 

be *e nip* 311 aT V P1 ! lar supports a building. But it would not 
be d,e pdlar and bulwark of the truth if it could shift from the 

mem of Therefore we have here a direct state- 

immediatelv did ' ' 'l 5 ' ° *1’° ^burch as a whole; but one can 
office stall tol r °"l/ his the infallibility of the teaching 

- tws *■ 

unmistakably'demlrit'Sellt^ ,athers ' The )' have left > in 

belief to the tofallibilitv of ., q “ lva ! ent tenns . testimony to their 
comes down to the sa™ to- 6 offiee or > wha t actually 

the same flung, of the Church itself. St. Ignatius: 

ouriiueparabl'e'hfe'tor Hfan 1 rt d - 0f i, G0d '. Sure,y - J esus Christ, 

as the bishops, though annotot 'a f r® minc * °f the Father, just 
earth, represent for their part th^- %°“8bout the vast, wide 
Now’dth 5 3 ' 2;ACW translation. 1 ° f JeSUS Christ -Epistula 

death, how much more a'man ,he . flesh are liable to 

man who by evil doctrine ruins the 
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faith in God, for which Jesus Christ was crucifiedl Such a filthy 
creature will go into the unquenchable fire, as will anyone who 
listens to him. The Lord permitted myrrh to be poured on His 
head that He might breathe incorruption upon the Church. Do 
not let yourselves be anointed with the malodorous doctrine of 
the Prince of this world.— Ibid. 16. 2-17. 1; ACW translation. 

St. Irenaeus: 

One should obey the presbyters [bishops] of the Church, for 
they are the successors of the apostles and along with episcopal 
succession have received the sure charism of truth according to 
the good pleasure of the Father. 8 

Tertullian makes sport of the thesis that 

the Holy Ghost sent by Christ and asked of the Father for this 
very purpose, viz., to teach the truth, neglected His duty by 
allowing the Church to understand and to believe otherwise 
than what He Himself taught the apostles.-De praescriptione 
28. 

St. Athanasius: “The only words you need for answering those 
[paradoxes of the heretics] are the following: This is not the 
teaching of the Catholic Church’” (Epistula ad Epictetum 3). 

St. Jerome: “I was able to dry up all the rivulets of false asser¬ 
tions with the one sun of the Church” (Altercatio luciferiani et 
orthodoxi 28). 

St. Augustine: 

Many tongues and various heresies speak in opposition . . . 
hasten to the tabernacle of God, hold fast to the Catho ic 
Church, depart not from the rule of truth, and you will find in 
this tabernacle asylum from the tongues which wag in opposi 
tion .—Enarrationes in Psalmos 30. 3. 8. 

The Catholic Church wages war against all heresies. It can give 
battle, but it can never be vanquished. All heresies have gone 
forth from it [the Church] like useless branches pruned from a 
vine- but it remains itself firmly fixed in its roots, in its vine, 
in its love. The gates of hell will not prevail against it. 

4. Theological argument. The Church, according to Christ’s 
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promises, is indestructible (no. 19); but it would f 1 
corruption if it strayed from the true teaching of Chi' t ^ lr ° u §h 
would so stray, indeed inevitably, if its teaching auth^’ ^ 
to err at any time in defining points of doctrine. nty Were 


84 Corollary 

Since even in the Old Testament period the revealed ]• • 
was to be piously safeguarded, theologians usually bring uDfi ? 0 
juncture the question of the infallibility of the Syna^oaue n ?. 
var y> but, here, in sum, is that of Cardinal Franzelin - 
Aaromc priests undoubtedly exercised authoritative teachim? ™ 
in sacred matters; but there is no sufficient proof that th P ^lf 0Wer 
of infallibility was granted this ordinary teaching body Hn^ 
(b) even at that time God was watching over the 0^2 
sacred doctrine, and He did so in a manner suited to the special 
character of that stage of religious development, when revelation 
was not only to be safeguarded but also to be steadily 

nrontos ‘ nCreaSe , thr ° Ugh " eW reve,ations made to the 

prophets, whose mission, however, was directed no Ipcc i 

safeguarding of already promulgated revelad»tan to &£ 

unfolding Consequently the teaching office of the Old Tes amen 

takes which the ordinaryTeache* ^Sibi™^.^' 
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IV- The Object of Infallibility 

expressed fo”thf’wor'd'“ v' 30 '' 6 * he ob,ect of “fallibility was 

Iwhe„itde fi „trdX b oS d o fr0m t VaHC3n C ™ nCi,: 

fix more accurately the mpi' °, r mora ^- It remains now to 

^ will be done onle“of ft" 

apostles cited in the course of th! * ° f Christ and of the 
the purpose for which the nri 1 ^ roo ^ ; ar| d on the basis, too, of 
, * M*Portae to was granted, 

or infallibility concerns the teicffinv 0 ffi 6 3,1 tbe word doctrine ’ 
obiect doctrines, or at leasf doe t ?°fT ?? S ° haS 35 its s P“ ial 
tnith 's presented to be believed dec ' ,s . 10ns by which some 
The formula, “a doctrine of hy ev <*yone. 

orals, comprises all doc- 
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tlie knowledge of which is of vital concern to people if they 
^ Relieve aright and to live uprightly in accordance with the 
cion of Christ. Now doctrines of this sort have either been 
16 * aled themselves or are so closely allied with revelation that 
r ? cannot be neglected without doing harm to the latter. Conse¬ 
quently the object of infallibility is twofold: there is a primary 
and a secondary object. 

Proposition 1: The primary object of infallibility is each and every 86 
religious truth contained formally in the sources of revelation. 

By a religious truth is meant anything (doctrine or fact) which 
pertains to religion, i.e., to faith and morals, and insofar as it does 
pertain to it. The various ways in which a truth can be formally 
contained in the sources of revelation will be explained in the 
treatise on Faith. According to all Catholics, the present proposi¬ 
tion is a dogma of faith. 

Proof: That religious truths contained formally in the sources 
of revelation are the object of infallibility calls for no explicit 
demonstration. 

That infallibility extends to each and every one of these truths, 
whether they be matters of intellectual concern or of practical 
action, is clear: (1) from the words of Christ, who promised His 
assistance to the apostles and sent them forth to teach the nations 
"to observe all the commandments I have given you ” and who 
promised them the Spirit of truth who "will teach you everything. 

(2) from the express purpose of infallibility. If the latter did not 
embrace all these truths, one could be doubtful about almost any 
single truth; for where could one find a criterion for distinguishing 
fundamental from not-so-fundamental truths? 

Sequel 

To the primary object of infallibility belong specifically: 

1. Decisions on the canon, or the material extent, of Sacred 
Scripture, or on its true meaning in passages dealing with faith 

01 ^Decisions acknowledging and explaining the records of divine 

3 . h Decisions on the selection of terms in which revealed truth 
is to be presented for belief (dogmatic terminology, creeds, 
dogmatic decrees). 
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4. Decisions on doctrines directly opposed to rev I 
(condemnation of heresies). For he who knows with*' 
certainty the truth of a proposition knows with the sa ^.^^le 
bility the falseness of a contradictory or contrary propositio^*^' 

Proposition 2: The secondary object of infallibility comnrL 
those matters which are so closely connected with the ^ 
deposit that revelation itself would be imperilled unless 
lately certain decision could be made about them. ** 

The charism of infallibility was bestowed upon the Pb,, u 
that the latter could piously safeguard and confidently exnl 
deposit of Christian revelation, and thus could be in all aces * 
teacher of Cliristian truth and of the Christian way of life Bn^f 
the Church is to fulfill this purpose, it must be UX m it 
judgment of doctrines and facts which, even though not revealed 
are so intimately connected with revelation that any error or dm.t 

called ne the a seco a S Se \ Why “ attere connected with revelation are 
infallibility were given totirfef D ° C ‘ rinal authorit >' and 
guard and coufidfntiy iLhl l/d “rof ** might safe - 
That is why the chief obieei f • ° f Cllristian revelation. 

by its veru natum fall -a - “fallibility, that, namely, which 
only the trutlis contained^ th ^ SC ° Pe “k^bility, includes 
matters, on the other hand" vh^h^ 1 de ?° sit of reveI ation. Allied 
contribute to its safeguard’ 3 ™ n0t in actua * deposit, but 
-ew of infalhbili^ not bv th. 3 ^ COme wi ^n the pur- 

of the revealed truth to wbi v, lr , Vcry nature > but rather by reason 
libility embraces ftem 0 1 L ^ "7 As a "»* infa] ‘ 

Church passes judgment on m°« P follows that when the 
Only insofar as they 8 are conned"" i° f this sort > ie is infallible 

"'hen theologians " on m K T revelati °n. 

?* th f" »to its confponenl P * he generaI statement of 

individual matters belong to the^’ *7 ‘ each that the following 
1; theological conclusion!- 2 dolT^ ° b) ' eCt ° f infallibility: 

■Phne of tile Church; 4. app3 nf C 3 ' «» general dl 

nation of saints. PP al of re bgious orders; 5. canon- 
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Assertion 1: The Church’s infallibility extends to theological 88 
nclusions. This proposition is theologically certain. 

C ° A theological conclusion is a proposition which by genuinely 
discursive reasoning is deduced with certainty from two premises, 
one of which is formally revealed, the other known with natural 
certitude. It can be strictly a matter of intellectual knowledge, like 
the fact that the Son proceeds from the Father by a process of 
intellectual generation; or it can be a matter of practical knowledge, 
like the fact that one may not directly abort a foetus to save the 
life of the mother. To assert that the Church is infallible in decree¬ 
ing these conclusions is to affirm implicitly that it is infallible in 
rejecting errors opposed thereto; the principle is the same for both. 

Proof: 

1. From the purpose of infallibility. The Church is infallible 
in matters so closely connected with revelation that any error in 
these matters would constitute a peril to the faith. But theological 
conclusions are matters of this type. The conclusion is obvious. 

Major. It is evident from Christ’s promises that the teaching 
office of the Church was endowed with infallibility so that it might 
be able to carry out its mission properly: to safeguard reverently, 
explain confidently, and defend effectively the deposit of faith. 
But the realization of this purpose demands the extension of infal¬ 
libility to related matters, in the sense explained above. Here is the 
reason. The security of the deposit requires the effective warding 
off or elimination of all error which may be opposed to it, even 
though only indirectly. This would be simply impossible without 
infallibility in related matters. If the Church were infallible only 
in the field of revealed truth and not in that of matters annexed 
thereto, it would be like a general who was assigned to defend a 
city but was given no authority to build up defenses ortodestroy 
the materiel which the enemy had assembled^ It would be like a 
caretaker to whom the master of the house had said Tak « 
that my house doesn't bum down; but dont put out any flames 
as long as they remain merely nearby ! 

Minor. Every conclusion is so connected w,* its premises tha a 
denial of the conclusion involves necessarily the denial of at least 
one of those premises. Now one of the premises upon which 
every theological conclusion rests is a truth evident from reason, 
and since no one can very well deny such a premise, there is danger 
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that an error in the conclusion may give rise to an erm»- u 
revealed premise. ° f abou ‘ the 

2. From the mind of the Church. The Church surely m , l 
mistake when it determines the force and extent of its inf n-i^\ no 
for the greatest of harm would result if the Church, by stn«tT- 
infallibility beyond its limits, could force everyone to give u ° 
fied assent to a matter about which it is liable to be mistaken^ ** 
the fact is that the Church has often and openly express^ • 
conviction of being infallible in the matter of theological con 
sions. It has expressed this conviction at least in an active r 
tical way, by irrevocably repudiating doctrines which whiled 
directly opposed to revealed truths, are opposed to ’theoWirnl 
conclusions. See, e.g., DB 602, 679, 1542, 1748. 8 

Assertion 2: The Church’s infallibility extends to dogmatic facts 
This proposition is theologically certain. 

A dogmatic fact is a fact not contained in the sources of revela 
bon on the admission of which depends the knowledge or cer¬ 
tainty of a dogma or of a revealed truth. The following questions 

keitimateT W ’ th , d ° gmati , c facts: " Was th e Vatican Council a 
legrtimate ecumenical council? Is the Latin Vulgate a substanballv 

faithfu! translation of the original books of the Bible? Was Pius XII 

orSacfhlt tb h ° P ° f R ° me? " ° ne ca " -dily “t 

Vatican Council S ° f whether th e decrees of the 

the VuIgate is tni,y Sacred 
Of the universal Church. ^ reC0gmzed as supreme ruler 

understood by The “do COntroversies > theologians have 
question: ^suTh S? suchTdL^ ^e following 

reaUy contained in such and (.a ct ” ne ( orth odox or heretical) 
admitted the Church’s infambilitv^ 00 ^ ^ Jansenists in fact 
dogma, i. e , the Church could dec^l T l Uestwn °f ri 8 ht or of 
(considered in itself and nr P c • w ^ et ^ er this or that doctrine 
was said to be expressed) was b “ g ^ the bool < * which it 
denied its infalUbffltTin ^ ( But at same time they 
(heretical) doctrine was really stated*• ° e '®’’ w b et ber 

eg-. Jansen’s Augustinus. 11 One can and sucb a book, as ’ 

bon of this fact would determine "h! f l lly See tbat a determina- 
maintain and defend the docW ne of ^ couW or could not 
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?r °°! From the purpose of infallibility. The Church is infallible in 
1 lated matters in which an error would constitute a danger 
‘b 0 !® T r ait u But dogmatic facts are matters of this kind. The reason 
T h ld be obvious from the examples alleged above. What good 
lrl it do to proclaim in theory the infallible authority of ecu- 
W °n ral councils if one could licitly doubt the legitimacy of a 
Toec fic council? What good would it do to acknowledge the 
• voHati of the Sacred Books in their original forms-forms long 
iTSbnct-d one could not deBnibvely establish the substantial 
fidelity of copies of the original, and of the translations which the 
Church has to use? Could Christians be effectively protected against 
errors in their faith if the Church could not warn them against 
poisonous fare, such as are books which contain heresy or errors 

in ftZ C™Le of the Church, which (a) often resolutely 
and officially repudiated heretical writings as eg the Thai* ot 
Arius in the Council of Nicaea and the works of Nestorius in the 
Council of Ephesus; ( 6 ) declared the Vulgate to be authentic a 
the Council of Trent , 10 and the Canon of the Mass to be ^ 
any error ” (c) asserted specifically in the case of Jansen that 
“reverent silence” about a dogmatic fact is ******* 
'Tut that all faithful Christians must condemn as h««tical til 
hearts as well as with their lips the opinions [w^h *h “ 
has] condemned in the five aforementioned propositions of Jamens 
bool, opinions which the very words of those propositions quite 

C ' e a‘ fairmus” objection is that concerned with 
(Theodore, bishop of Mopsuestia and his works , so f 

of Theodoret, bishop of Cyrrhus, and the letter of lbs, a pnetfo 
Edessa, to Maris of Persia, all of which works fa ™ red ““ 
ism). The Council of Chalcedon is said to have 
works and the Second Council of Constantinople and J»P^ US 
subsequently to have condemned them. Consequent they ay, 
at least one of them was in error about a dogmatic fact.But tins 
conclusion is not justified, for although the fathers of Chakedo , 
after having expressly condemned Nestorianunn. accepted Theodore 
and Ibas as members of the Council, they passed no explicit de¬ 
cision regarding the Three Chapters. 
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90 Corollary 

The Church does not usually pass judgment direeH 
dogmatic fact itself; but on the proposition which th Y ° n 
medium of a dogmatic fact, is deduced from a reveal d §h ^ 
(eitlier tlirough a true reasoning process or throut^ Premise 
explanatory syllogism). Of course, whatever the Churr) 3 , merel y 
directly must be maintained by everyone, e.g that tl 1 < T c,ares 
contains the word of God; that Pius XII is head of thf 
that the doctrine of this or that book is heretical, it arrived at^ 
decisions m the following manner: every faithful transit theSe 
the inspired books contains the words of God; but the VuW 
a faithful translation; therefore, . . . Anyone leeitim f i ?* te “ 
bishop of Rome is head of the Church; but Pius XII was ,“•!? 
mately elected; therefore Anv bnnl- . . . as ^ e ©ti* 

heretical; but such and inch a bt^k " 

dogmatic facts can rightly lTcX^not'o^T affinned) ' 

indirect objects of irrfallibUi^ Y secondaT y ba ‘ also 

question a bh differemty ^For faf “T®* theolo S ians treat this 
■natic fact” not a premie draw r “ nd v erstand b X the tenn “dog- 
elusion would depend, as in the " &Bn J hls . tor >'- on which the con- 
itself, e.g that the V U W exam P^ es above, but the conclusion 

such aodU atok ^ticTir ^ T d ° f G ° d “ thaf 

matter, he will then define / * one P re ^ er s this view of the 

illustrious de Groot, as “a fact f 08 "!®* 1 ® fact > in the words of the 
One may wonder what n W a ^ 0ctrine is expressed .” 14 
following the view proposed !b e V° be givea the conclusion, 

15 necessary. If the condusm n I J° answer that ' a distinction 

process, it is t0 be called a the 1 e . result of a real reasoning 
syllogism is merely explanatorv th ° l ° gWal con ch*sion. But if the 
but implicitly repealed. The nroc“ expresses a truth formally 
e exp aine d in the treatise on Faith'*^,^^ 0 ^ distinction will 
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dbciplme of the Church. Thfe n'ronfri'^ extcnds t0 the general 
V the term “general discipline of th° rl? theo,0 S i nally certain. 

p Of the Church- are meant those 
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1 iastical laws passed for the universal Church for the direction 
eC f C Christian worship and Christian living. Note the italicized 
° rds- ecclesiastical laws, passed for the universal Church. 

W °The imposing of commands belongs not directly to the teaching 
ffice but to the ruling office; disciplinary laws are only indirectly 
°n object of infallibility, i.e., only by reason of the doctrinal de¬ 
cision implicit in them. When the Church’s rulers sanction a law, 
they implicitly make a twofold judgment: 1. “This law squares 
with the Church’s doctrine of faith and morals”; that is, it imposes 
nothing that is at odds with sound belief and good morals . 15 This 
amounts to a doctrinal decree. 2. “This law, considering all the cir¬ 
cumstances, is most opportune.” This is a decree of practical 
judgment. 

Although it would be rash to cast aspersions on the timeliness 
of a law, especially at the very moment when the Church imposes 
or expressly reaffirms it, still the Church does not claim to be infal¬ 
lible in issuing a decree of practical judgment. For the Church s 
rulers were never promised the highest degree of prudence for the 
conduct of affairs. But the Church is infallible in issuing a doc¬ 
trinal decree as intimated above-and to such an extent that it can 
never sanction a universal law which would be at odds with faith 
or morality or would be by its very nature conducive to the in,ury 

of souls. , , 

The Church’s infallibility in disciplinary matters, when under- 
stood in this way, harmonizes beautifully with the mutability of 
even universal laws. For a law, even though it be t oroug y con 
sonant with revealed truth, can, given a change in circumstances, 
become less timely or even useless, so that prudence may dictate 
its abrogation or modification. 

Proof: 

1. From the purpose of infallibility. Tire Church was endowed 
with infallibility that it might safeguard the whole of Christ s doc¬ 
trine and be for all men a trustworthy teacher of the Ghnstian way 
of life. But if the Church could make a mistake in the man 
alleged when it legislated for the general discipline, it would no 
longer be either a loyal guardian of revealed doctrine or a trust- 
worthy teacher of the Christian way of life. It would not be a 
guardian of revealed doctrine, for the imposition of a vicious law 
would be, for all practical purposes, tantamount to an erroneous 
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definition of doctrine; everyone would naturally conclude 
what the Church had commanded squared with sound doctri 
It would not be a teacher of the Christian way of life, f or 
laws it would induce corruption into the practice of reiigi 0us ^ ^ 
2 . From the official statement of the Church, which stigmat'' a 
as "at least erroneous” the hypothesis “that the Church could estab 
h'sh discipline which would be dangerous, harmful, and conducive 
to superstition and materialism .” 10 


92 Corollary 

The well-known axiom, Lex orandi est lex credendi (The law 
of prayer is the law of belief), is a special application of the doc¬ 
trine of the Church’s infallibility in disciplinary matters. This axiom 
says in effect that formulae of prayer approved for public use in 
the universal Church cannot contain errors against faith or morals 
But it would be quite wrong to conclude from this that all the 
historical facts which are recorded here and there in the lessons 
of the Roman Breviary, or all the explanations of scriptural pas¬ 
sages which are used in the homilies of the Breviary must be taken 
as infallibly true . 17 As far as the former are concerned, those par¬ 
ticular facts are not an object of infallibility since they have no 
necessary connection with revelation. As for the latter, the Church 
orders their recitation not because they are certainly true, but 
because they are edifying. 

of KZZm n n ?L The ™ hUrCh ’ S in!almiit V extends to the approval 
ThfrSl V? 15 pr °P° siHon «* theologically certain 
tion of a voiv^of tb 15 essentia " y tbe observance, under obliga- 
Lord Himself ’ B,n ^ 6VangeIical c0 ™sels recommended by our 

col“ (s B 0 i 72 rr gaHo " ° r ° rder f° u °™ 

for attaining its own snecZl *** emn " e,ical counsels and 
therefore, has to do with tl pUrposcs - TIle present discussion, 
furthermore, with that solenT canst itution, and 

reserved the soverei^ pont il , V PPr ° Val which is 
IS established as a religious order in rtf by . whlch a congregation 
Practically the samt ttogt ,o 1 ^ ^ ° f the word ” 

orders as was said about the^eneral !. sa,< ? about ‘be approval of 
an indirect object of infallibility v. lscip bne of the Church: it is 
ment which it implies No one^l ? re J S0n of tIle doctrinal judg- 
p es. No one claims that the Church is infallible 
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the decree of practical judgment—as, for instance, whether, in 
lU - of the circumstances, it would be expedient to allow the 
y ieVV i a t| 0 n of the new order—but only in the doctrinal judgment— 
10 for instance, whether such and such a constitution is an apt 
instrument for the acquiring of Christian perfection. 


Proof: 

1 From the purpose of infallibility. The Church was endowed 
with infallibility that it might be forever a trustworthy teacher of 
Christian truth and perfection. But it would certainly not be, if it 
could approve, by a definitive decision, a constitution opposed to 
the gospel or to the natural law. It is useless to object that an error 
in this sort of affair would harm not the universal Church, but 
only the members of this particular order. Of course it would harm 
the latter immediately and most of all, but indirectly it would affect 
the whole Church; for when an order is solemnly approved, it is 
recommended to the whole Church as a fit means for acquiring 
perfection, so that no one may licitly impugn it from this point 
of view. 

2. From the solid conviction of the Church, which, when ap¬ 
proving orders, expresses itself in such a way as to make it suffi¬ 
ciently clear that it considers decisions of this type to be infallible. 

For an example of such a decision, see Pesch, Praelectiones dog - 
maticae, I, 545. 

Assertion 5: The Church’s infallibility extends to the canomza- 94 
tion of saints. This is the common opinion today. 

Canonization (formal) is the final and definitive decree by 
which the sovereign pontiff declares that someone has been ad¬ 
mitted to heaven and is to be venerated by everyone, at least m 
the sense that all the faithful are held to consider the person a saint 
worthy of public veneration. It differs from beatification, which is 
a provisional rather than a definitive decree by which veneration 
is only permitted, or at least is not universally prescribed. Infalli¬ 
bility is claimed for canonization only; - a decree of beatification 
which in the eyes of the Church is not definitive but may still be 
rescinded, is to be considered morally certain indeed, but not 
infallible. Still, there are some theologians who take a different 
view of the matter. 
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Proof: 

1 . From the solid conviction of the Church. When the 
canonize, they use terminology which makes it quite evident^h^ 
they consider decrees of canonization infallible. Here is j n that 
the formula they use: "By the authority of our Lord Jesus Ch^’ 
and of the apostles Peter and Paul and by our own authority ^ 
declare that N. has been admitted to heaven, and we decree* "h 
define that he is to be venerated in public and in private as a sa 3 ?» 

2 . From the purpose of infallibility. The Church is infallible^ 
that it may be a trustworthy teacher of the Christian religion and 
of the Christian way of life. But it would not be such if it could 
err in the canonization of saints. Would not religion be sullied if 
a person in hell were, by a definitive decree, offered to everyone 
as an object of religious veneration? Would not the moral law be 
at least weakened to some extent, if a prot 4 g 6 of the devil could 
be irrevocably set up as a model of virtue for all to imitate and 
for all to invoke? But it cannot be inferred: therefore the Church 
must also be infallible in authenticating the relics of the saints- 

ah wu ChUrch n6Ver i5SUes so solemn a decree about relics,’ 
and (b) the cases are not parallel, for in the case of relics, it is a 

1 otoe C ’ While ta ‘ hat ° f the saints * * o"« of 

95 Corollary 

infallibility exten^al^f UFge conclusion tbat the Church’s 
common Bv thic ° °- ^ utva ^ ent canonization, formerly quite 
a deeeasedne^rr^’ f °™ al d ^ree of canonization. 

Church. However formal ^ *° be venerated by the universal 

all on the same nlane • ^ equiva ^ ent canonizations are not at 
Pontiff can be taken a^ ™ ^ the C ° nSent of supreme 
as the veneration of a beatified p^nT’ ^ 53016 W f Y 

umversal Church Som^ c v. , P SOn ls som etimes permitted the 
•htoctha.it Jtt abtou J 5 ar \! Cd * this observation to 
a saint might appear amln P ° SSible that someone who is not 
canonized, have a commenfoJl? ^ Wh °’ without being formally 
Breviary. The papal approval o/dh °R 6V . en * fuU office in 1116 
they who have not been formally cann the >' sa y> as far as 

to nothing more than an order tbaf mzed 1are concerned, amounts 
no change be made therein. 
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This is not a definitive decree, but rather permission to continue 
the traditional cult . 22 

Scholion: Is the fact of the Church’s infallibility in matters related 95 

to revealed truth itself a revealed truth? 

In each instance we have proved the infallibility of the Church’s 
teaching office in matters related to the deposit of revelation from 
the express purpose of infallibility and from the mind of the 
Church. It is, consequently, clear that this infallibility is at least a 
conclusion from revelation; indeed a conclusion whose validity 
the Church itself has sanctioned at least by its practical attitude 
and mode of action. But serious reasons incline us to state that this 
extension of infallibility—not of course to each of the items con¬ 
sidered individually above, but to related matters in general-is a 
formally revealed truth. There is no doubt that our Lord promised 
His Church the “ Spirit of truth ” (John 14:17), who would teach 
“the whole range of truth” (John 16:13); the apostle calls the 
Church the pillar and bulwark of truth (I Tim. 3:15). 23 What, then, 
does the word “truth” or the phrase “the whole range of truth” 
mean in these texts: just revealed truth, or all the truth which the 
Church, in view of its special purpose, must know with certainty? 

The answer seems to be that since the terms are general, and the 
purpose of the Church militates against their being restricted to 
revealed truths, they must doubtless be understood as referring 
to all doctrines which concern Christian faith and morality either 
directly or indirectly. In other words, they must include also mat¬ 
ters connected with revealed truth. 

This is why Cardinal Franzelin could in the following way 
describe the general proposition of infallibility in related matters: 
this assertion, “as all theologians agree, is so certain that its denial 
would be an error, or even, in the opinion of many, a eresy, even 
though it has not as yet been explicitly condemned as heretical. 

V. The Nature of Infallibility 

1 The privilege of infallibility is not merely actual absence 97 
of error but the impossibility of erring. It is of course a super- 
natural gift, and since it works not to the advantage of the recip¬ 
ients themselves but to that of the whole Church, it is a gratia 
gratis data or charism. It is often called “the charism of truth. 

2. Infallibility must not be thought of as a habit permanently 
(119) 


>9 


Christ’s church 

residing in the minds of the Church’s official teachers i 
which would express itself in the making of a dogmatic dofj • • 
as e.g., the habit of faith expresses itself in an act of supem h ° n ’ 
faith. It is rather a privilege which depends for its cxerc '^ 
some objective external help. Tin's privilege can be called h ° n 
in the sense that it was promised by a definite divine decree 
it is in actual existence only when something is being defined ^ 
3. The efficient cause of infallibility is the assistance of G H 
or of the Holy Spirit. Tins assistance: od 

a- is a help inferior in nature to revelation and inspiration- 
furthemiore, ; 

b. it can involve any kind of influence which God may choose 
to use in order to turn away the teacher’s mind from what is 
false and to lead him to a sure knowledge of the truth. 

As for a: this assistance differs from revelation, through which 
some new doctrine is received from God. “For,” says the Vatican 
Council, 2 * “the Holy Spirit was promised to Peter’s successors [and 
the same holds good for the Roman Catholic episcopate] not that 
they might, as a result of His revelation, make known a new doc- 
"w *** Wlt . h His assistance they might reverently safeguard 

S toSmSZv reveIati0n handed down by the apostlcs ' 

written in^Tf ^ inSpiration > thro “gh which a document is 

the mou* of old V° W ° rd of God and comes from 

: - ; sucha Way that God « «* Principal author 

dMne assist e ^ men ‘ al aUth ° r ° nly ' A decre « under 

tneLTIZ is r eVCb " * he W ° rd ° f the Church - and its 
inspiration in the striri P ° PG ° T t counci ^ is a question here of 
enjoyed- any divinp se ^ e> suc ^ as that which the sacred authors 
inspiration 3SS1Stance could loosely referred to as 

at an erroneous deSon tut Wgatmehj Jw Preventing an arrival 
and say that whenever an d to the SC ? S *“ We . must 8° further 
also positively guides thp Pf. extent ^at it is necessary, God 
and presentation of the truthTTp W* 0 *!! 1 * to a correct knowledge 
means, natural or supernaZ.1 £“’ e ^ed to the Church. The 
this purpose, can be quite variS”* j' Vlne Evidence selects for 
externally. 26 aned > and can operate internally or 

*■ The divine assistance does not a 

not render at all superfluous 
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the har d work and study of men, the investigation of the sources 
0 f revelation, etc.; it rather supposes and includes these elements. 
In actual practice, the usual preamble to doctrinal definitions 
includes not only the request for divine light, but also the most 
careful theological research. Consequently, those who object that 
the promise of divine assistance fosters indolence do so without 
justification. However, infallibility (or the inability to err) does 
not depend formally on human industry, but on divine assistance. 
And so no one can spurn a definition of the Church on the pretext 
that it is not backed up by adequate research; when a definition has 
once been issued, one can be sure that the Church’s official teacher 
did not act precipitously, but did all the necessary preliminary 
research; or else, if he did act rashly, that his rashness did not 
adversely affect at least the truth of the definition. All this is, of 
course, only a supposition, for it seems much more reasonable 
to hold that the Holy Spirit would never allow the Church’s rulers 
to act rashly in issuing doctrinal definitions. 

5. The assistance promised the Church’s rulers extends to the 
threefold function which they must fulfill with regard to religious 
truth, (a) They are infallible witnesses of revelation, in that they 
always reverently safeguard the deposit entrusted to the Church; 
( b ) they are infallible teachers of religious truth, in that they 
always faithfully interpret and explain revealed doctrine; (c) they 
are infallible arbiters of controversies, in that they always decide 
without error questions which have arisen on matters of religion. 

Sequel 

The rule of faith. It seems timely to add here a few remarks 
on the rule of faith. This term signifies the standard or norm 
according to which each individual Christian must determine what 
is the material object of his faith. 

Protestants claim that the written Word of God, Holy Scripture, 
and that alone, is the one rule of faith. Catholics, on the other 
hand, even though they, too, admit that our faith must be regu¬ 
lated in the final analysis by the Word of God-including tradition 
as well as Scripture-hold that the proximate and immediate rule 
of faith-that rule to which each of the faithful and each generation 
of the faithful must look directly-is the preaching of the Church. 
And so, according to Catholics, there exists a twofold rule of faith: 
one remote and one proximate. The remote rule of faith is the 
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Word of God (handed down in writing or orally), wh . , 
directly entrusted to the Church's rulers that from it th Was 
teach and guide the faithful. The proximate rule of fan 
which the faithful, one and all, are bound to accept tlici ^ 0ni 
and in accordance with which they are to regulate it ^ 
preaching of the ecclesiastical magisterium 27 The followi [ 1S 
tions concern the proximate rule of faith. b asser ~ 

1. The Church’s preaching was established by Christ H' 
as the rule of faith. This can be proved from Matthew 28KL.9n 
and Mark 16:15-16; the command to teach all nations certa' 1 
implies a corresponding duty on the part of the nations to belie 
whatever the apostles and their successors teach On the oth^ 
hand, there is no notice anywhere of Christs having commanded 
the apostles to give the people the doctrine of salvation in writinv 

f“d,r*e Bib”™ 3 " 11 tHe faitMUl “ 3 Wh ° ,e to ** 

2. The Church's preaching is a rule of faith which is nicely 
accommodated to people's needs. For (a) it is an easy rule one 

^ f a ' ,ke ’ CVen 1116 educated "and Jet! 
| always at hand andTJ to 

which it ic nncc-Ku • w At is a living rule, in accordance with 
and to put an end to ** me3Ding ° f d ° CtrineS 

Notes 

(E> 2. 2 s 093) i 0a r th DB214 7 y ****'' enCydical Pascendi 

(1949), 123 ff. Fem ° n ’ The Chure k an< l Catholic Dogma,” AER, 120 

3. Constitution De ecclesia, chap. 4. 

J? rds ° f ,0hn 14:16 ’ S" 6 / haV ® tried to interpret the 

ie th 28 ' 20 ’ hng W the world shau’lL" ^.I™ al6na) and those of 
5 A In a v P ° St0 iC age ‘ ^ ~ 3S 40 tHe Gnd ° f this age/ ' 

^L n I ed ° n no good reasons > but 

the Inc^ r h flnd t lWark °f ^”e4°f° a ' have We d to refer the words 
toe Incam a uon. They would read as foU ow ° “ * ° r to m y ster y of 

ment bulwark of truth and somert,V ' \ he Church of the hving 

°‘ Piety wtich has been man£«dTfcf grMl is *■» ■«*»- 
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a Adversus haereses iv. 20. 2; see iii. 24. 1. 

l\ De symbolo ad catechumenos 1. 0. 

8. De ecclesia, Thesis 3, 2. 

g It was, then, not a question of this fact, viz., whether the five con¬ 
demned propositions (DB 1092 ff.) can be found verbatim in the book 
Augustinus; much less whether Jansen maintained in the secret of his soul 
and intended to teach the doctrine expressed in the five propositions. Obviously 
the “mind of the author” which is condemned is nothing other than the 
meaning which the words of the author objectively express according to the 
usual norms of interpretation. 

10. Session 4. 

11. Session 22, chap. 4; and canon 0. 

12. Constitution Vineam Domini of Clement XI (DB 1350). 

13. See Hefele, Conciliengeschichte (2nd ed.), II, 798 ff.; Hergen- 
rother-Kirsch, Kirchengeschichte, I, 002 ff. See P. Hughes, op. cit., I, 342 ff.. 
H. M. Diepen, O.S.B., Les trois chapitres au Concile de Chalctdoine (Ooster- 
hout, 1953). 

14. De ecclesia (3rd ed.), p. 318. 

15. An example may help to clarify the matter. If the whole Christ were 
not present under the appearances of bread alone, the law forbidding lay 
people to drink from the chalice would offend against the faith. Or if the 
words increase and multiply (Gen. 1:28) constituted an ordinance binding 
every individual man, then the law of celibacy would be opposed to right 
morals. The same conclusion would hold if virginal purity were morally 
impossible for men. 

10. The bull Auctorem fidei (DB 1578). 

17. See Benedict XIV, De servorum Dei beatificatione, lib. IV, pars II, 

chap. 13, nos. 7-8. Very many bishops asked the Vatican Council for an 
appropriate revision of the Breviary on some points “which seem not at a 
to square with established historical fact and sound scriptural exegesis (Coll. 
Lac., VII, 874; see VII, 844, 882). There should be nothing surprising about 
this. At the time the Roman Breviary was edited, the critical apparatus now 
at our disposal was simply not available. , , % 

18. On a lower plane than this solemn approbation, there are also: J a) 
episcopal approbation; ( b) permissive papal approbation; (c) commendat ry 
papal approbation. These are all treated in works on canon aw. 

19 See N Schcid “Die Unfehlbarkeit des Papstes bei der Heihgsprech- 
ung.’ZkTh (1890), p. 599; F. Spedalieri, De Ecclesiae infaUMitate in can, 
ontzatlone sanctorum yuaestiones selectee (Rome. 1949), for a critique of 
this latter work see TS, 12 (1951), 249. . , R \f lir tur- 

20. The names of canonized saints are inserted in the 

ology, but this work contains other names besides. That is why scholmfo 
louring the lead of Benedict XIV, warn us that the presence of a persons 
name in the Marty,ology is not conclusive proof that that person “ 
the bliss of heaven. See N. Paulus, “Martyrologium und Brevier ala histonsche 
Quellen,” Der Katholik, I (1900), 355. 

21. Absolute cult or worship is directed to a person; relative cult is 
directed to some object or other, not because it possesses any intnnsic worth 
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in itself, as a person would, but because it is connected in some 
a sainted person. See A. AJdama, S.J., Sacrae theologiae sutnrna m 
1953), 469. ' ' Madrid, 

22. See N. Paulus, art. cit., p. 359; A. Spaldak, “Zur geplanten F 

tion des romischen Breviers,” Der Katholik, I (1905), 290; Bainvel n ment ^ a ' 
isterio, p. 111. ’ ma e- 

23. See J. C. Fenton, “New Testament Designations of the Ch u 

of its Members,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 286. rch an d 

24. De Traditione et Scriptura (3rd ed.), p. 123. 

25. Constitution De ecclesia, chap. 4. 

26. See Heinrich, Dogmat. Theol. II, par. 90. 

27. The Symbols (Creeds, i.e., those formulae in which the Chur h* 
teaching authority sums up the chief points of its preaching in view oT^h 
needs of different ages), are also called rules of faith. But they are material 
rules of faith, while the formal rule of faith is the preaching itself 

28. An appeal to John 5:39 is in vain: (a) from the context,’the verb 
ercundte seems to be the indicative rather than the imperative (Kleist 
Lilly: You have the Scriptures at your finger ends; Confrat. NT: You search 
the Scriptures); (b) even granting that it is the imperative, the text still 
proves nothing. From the fact that Christ refers the unbelieving Jews the 
Scnbes and Pharisees, to the sacred books of the Old Testament that’they 
ZLlT* therem , °?, Hl 1 s d ™ ne mission > ^ does not at all follow that He 

sSt eVCiy Uan t0 ^ hiS faith directl y from the 
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preliminary Remarks 

Proposition: Christ willed that His Church enjoy unity of 
faith and of profession (credal unity) which 
consists in this, that all the members of the 
Church hold and make profession of the same 
doctrine as it is presented for belief by the 
teaching office of the Church. 

Proof: 1. from the words of Christ and of the apostles; 

2. from the solid conviction of early Christianity. 

Scholion 1. What unity of faith does and does not mean. 

Scholion 2. The Fundamentalist system. 

Proposition: Christ willed that His Church enjoy unity of 
communion or of (social) charity which consists 
in this, that all members of the Church, whether 
as individuals or as particular groups, mutually 
cohere like the finely articulated parts of one 
moral body, one family, one single society. 

Proof: 1. from the metaphors used by Christ and the 
apostles in describing the Church; 

2. from Christ’s prayer after the Last Supper; 

3. from the solid conviction of early Chnsbamty. 

Scholion 1. The diversity of liturgies and disciphnary 

laws. 

Scholion 2. The opinion of some Anglicans. 

Proposition- Christ willed that His Church enjoy unity of 
P rule which consists in this, that all members of 

the Church obey one and the same visible 
authority. 

Scholion: The Western Schism. 

Corollary: Unity of worship. 
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Preliminary Remarks 

01 It was demonstrated above (no. 9) tbar r 

Tth Cb n Cb; , S0 ’ the prescnt artic,e is concerne d not iUSt 

:/Ss O f the bonds „ f unity which hold 

onety^IXtnotca e 2 e ^ f Christ * » 

principle of unity. If they occasionally ^ck ' 0 "'°" ly 8 spiri,ual 
also, they make them quite elastic ' ^ eXternal bonds 

its Fott,^& n ltril the ? UrCh ’ ty ‘ he of 

fold unity which is external and li *hf eSSentl ' ally ’ en l°y s a three- 
and profession, unity of communion' 5 ” ame y ’ uni ty of doctrine 
Vatican Council says- “OuTel^ ! p Umty ° f government d The 
Church in which all WilIed to build a boly 

the bond of the one faith and ,tbful wouId be bound together by 
universal fold might be kenf • ° f chanty - And ™ order that the 
by priests who would themspl W ? Deness ^ aidl and communion 
St Peter charge over te 1? b<5 ^ “ close onion, He gave 
m his Person the unfailing princiD^'f and thereby es tablished 
unities.” 2 And Leo XIII- 4nn p? VisibIe foundation of both 
determined that it should be on ^ Cbu _ rch ’ s ^vine Founder had 
munion, He selected Peter and h m & ln an d in com- 
aDd ' 85 * were > the focal point ZS® *° be the P rinci P ,e 
102 Proposition: Christ *«. 

and of profession (credal uniM ? hu , rch en i°'J unitty of faith 
the members of the ChuZ hi U 7 in th <°- hat all 

tame doctrine as it « 'tem j, 7 !™ ke Profession of the 
teaching office. Pr ° Sented f°r belief by the Church’s 
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Note the phrase "make profession of”; for a purely internal 
t of the mind to truth does not satisfy the requirements of a 
society such as the Church is. This assent must be given 
'tear outward expression as well: Because with the heart a man 
believes and attains holiness, and with the lips profession of faith 
is made and salvation secured (Rom. 10:10). 

Proof : That our Lord so set up His Church that it must needs 
be one in oneness of faith is proved: 

1 From the words of Christ and of the apostles, which clearly 
and unqualifiedly demand that everyone profess the faith preached 
hv the apostles and their successors. Read Matt. 28:18-20; Mark 
16-15-17; Gal. 1:8; I Cor. 1:10; Eph. 4:5, 18-14; Tit. 3:10-11. 

2. From the solid conviction of early Christianity. According to 
St Justin, real Christians are “disciples of the genuine and unsul¬ 
lied doctrine of Jesus Christ,” and are “one mind, one congrega¬ 
tion one Church.” On the contrary, “those who claim to be Chris¬ 
tians but do not hold His doctrine” are heretics.* Hegesippus stig¬ 
matizes as heretics those "who have, each of them, privately mtro- 
duced their own pet opinions,” because “by introducing strange 
doctrine . . . they have rent asunder the unity of the Church. 

St. Irenaeus: 

just as the sun is one and the same all throughout the world, 
so too the preaching of the truth 

lightens all who desire to arrive at a ^owledge o the tru h 
for the universal Church has the one and the same faith 
throughout the world. 6 

St. Augustine lists eighty-eight heresies, and *en condudes^ere 
may be or there may arise other heres.e^butifanyene espouses 
one of them, he will not be a Catholic Chnsban. 

Scholion 1. What unity of faith does and does not mean. 

The unity of faith which Christ decreed without qualification 

consists in this, that everyone accepts the doctnnes [^"eauires 
belief ba the Church’s teaching office. In fact our Lord requires 
nottog offier than the acceptance by all of 

apostohc college, a body which is to ° h J ch \ 

amounts to the same thing, of the pronouncements of the Church s 
teaching office, which He Himself set up as the rule of faith. And 
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so, (a) the essential unity of faith definitely requires tl 
hold each and every doctrine clearly and distinctly n eVer ^e 
belief by the Church’s teaching office- and that everyon? 6 "*** 1 { ° r 
truths explicitly or at least implicitly, i.e., by acknnJ , thes e 
authority of the Church which teaches them. But (b)- the 
require the absence from the Church of all controvert * u not 
ligious matters. For as long as there does not exist 7 , Ut re ' 
explicit statement of the Church about some point or nth a ° d 
though it may perchance be contained objectively in tl *’ GVen 
of revelation, it can be freely discussed without any dew 
the unity of tlie faith, provided that all the disputants a! " 1 !° 
to bow to a decision of the Church’s teaching office shouIdY^ 
forthcoming. Obviously the unity of faith does not’cvta fi be 
the limits of the rule of faith. * f nd beyond 

104 SchoUon 2. The Fundamentalist system. 

p,em ■ 

articles. According to tliis system I * sl J ste ™ of fundamental 
trines would suffice for the ren • id S r eement on fundamental doc- 
hold a variety of opinions on oth T*7,°* and peo P le could 
but less fundamental And sn trUt ^ S ’ ,ust as surel y revealed, 
Church there would be 1 7** ^ the limits the true 

system, to which nearly all p a ° assortrnent of creeds. This 
profession, then at least in ma ? adbere ’ d not by explicit 
(«) Christ demanded fifth Zt ’ * alf0 8 ether untenable; for, 
*ose doctrines which theauthoHrt ln . SOm ® doctrincs , but in aU 
Consequently, any distinction l . ^ set U P by Him should teach, 
mental articles of belief is court ““ fundamcntaI and nonfunda- 
Furthermore, (b) it is imno^, 31 ? *° the mind and will of Christ, 
distinguishing fundamental fm ° ° eterrn ‘ne a sure standard for 
‘am thus paves the wayl n dTb 0 ^ Undamental a ^K ‘his sys- 
105 Proposition: Christ l ^ ^ tod “”’ 

numion or of (social) en ’ 0, J «"% of corn- 

members of the Church wheth^ ' c f mists *'« this, that aU 

s wrs S’ t 
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proof- That Christ so instituted His Church that it should of 
ssitv he one in oneness of communion is proved: 
nCC \ From the metaphors which Christ and the apostles used to 
A cribe the Church. They compared it to a house, 9 a kingdom, 9 
sheepfold, 10 an organic body. 11 All of these imply social unity. 

3 2 From Christ’s prayer after the Last Supper, in which He 
asked without qualification that, just as He and the Father are one 
in the oneness of perfect love, so the apostles and all the disciples 
might be united as perfectly as possible in love and social harmony: 

-May they be one as we are one . . . All are to be one; just as 
you, Father, are in me and I am in you, so they, too, are to be 
one in us. The world must come to believe that I am your am¬ 
bassador . . . I in them and you in me. Thus their oneness will 
be perfected” (John 17:21-23). 

3. From the solid conviction of early Christianity, which ab¬ 
horred schisms above all else, and precisely because they destroy 
unity of communion. St. Ignatius Martyr: “If a man runs after a 
schismatic, he will not inherit the Kingdom of God ” 12 St. Irenaeus: 

Those who foster schisms for petty or personal reasons rip and 
tear the great and glorious body of Christ, and-as far as m 
them lies-they kill it. For they can never make amends in such 
measure as to match the wickedness of their schism. 

St. Cyprian: 

If man does not hold fast to this oneness of the Church does he 
imagine that he still holds the faith? If he res.sts and mthstands 
the Church, has he still confidence that he is in the Churc , 

St. Chrysostom: "I say in private and u> public ‘bat to tear the 
Church apart is no less an evil than to fall into heresy St Augus¬ 
tine: “There is nothing more serious than the sacrdege of schis 
. . . there can never be any just need for severing unity. 

SchoUon 1. The diversity of liturgies and of disciplinary laws. 

The diversity of rites in different parts of the Church does not 
break up the required unity of communion. This variety does not 
affect the substance of Christian worship, i.e., those ntes which 
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Christ personally determined, but only the external cercmonic 
instituted by the Church. Ceremonies are simply declarations of 
faith that are expressed in deeds rather than in words. Therefore 
as long as the same faith is expressed by these different ceremonies 
and the necessary submission to legitimate pastors is observed, the 
communion is not sundered. It is the same with disciplinary laws 
i.e., particular regulations by which the divinely established laws 
of right living are applied in different ways and given specific 
determination to correspond to varying circumstances of times 
locales, and persons. 

107 Scholion 2. The opinion of some Anglicans. 

Some Anglicans (Pusey, Palmer, and others) pervert com¬ 
pletely the genuine notion of the Church by admitting that unity 
of communion is indeed desirable but not absolutely necessary; 
and by claiming that the true Church of Christ actually comprises 
three distinct communions: Roman, Greek, and Anglican, which 
should be joined in an amicable association without destroying 
their individual independence. Whatever they are in fact these 
three societies most certainly do not form one fold, one body. And 
even should such an association be effected, they would still remain 
simply several Churches; this is clear from the case of nations 
which, although they often enter into mutual alliances, still remain 
several distinct nations. And Gladstone’s >' position is hardly ten- 
did at the ginning will the unity of 

no W b ”° W * hat circumsta nces have changed He 

no longer requires it! b 
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Proposition: Christ willed that His Church enjoy unite of rule 

TZtur,^ 7t* <n that ouTnlbers 

of the Church obey one and the same visible authority .>• 


rpl . , - IhlJ. 

in ,*\ Cath0 'i 0 ep * sco P ate with the Roman 
in the latter aff by tonseff ** “ is *>»"<■ M and entire 

That Christ so built His Church M „ i . 
in oneness of rule is proved by what ha" T *V“ ecessariI y one 
the institution by Christ of the hierarchy anfcl^ 6 " 7* ab °“! 
about their permanent continuity. 7 d f the pnmac y and 
The Vatican Council called th P cn«,. Q 
and foundation” of unity, because bv^i me fl pontlff the “principle 
6 by hls lnfl uence he estabhshes 
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.serves unity. Leo XIII called him the “principle and focal 
and P res ^ ^ especially because all, faithful and bishops alike, 
P oint look up to him and stand faithfully by him. This latter 
? USt iption expresses the relationship of the Church to the pope, 
^former the relationship of the pope to the Church. 

Scholion. The Western Schism. 

It might seem that unity of rule suffered a setback in the 
Church at the time of the Western Schism, when for forty years 
(1378-1417) two or three men claimed to be sovereign pontiff. 
But with the preservation of unity of faith and communion, hier¬ 
archical unity was only materially , not formally, interrupted 19 
Although Catholics were split three ways in their allegiance be¬ 
cause of the doubt as to which of the contenders had been legiti¬ 
mately elected, still all were agreed in believing that allegiance 
was owed the one legitimate successor of Peter, and they stood 
willing to give that allegiance. Consequently, those who through 
no fault of their own gave their allegiance to an illegitimate pope 
would no more be schismatics than a person would be a heretic 
who, desirous of following the preaching of the Church, would 
admit a false doctrine because he was under the impression that 
it was taught by the Church. 

Corollary , 

Several popular catechisms and quite a. feW ,^[. 0 fo "unitv of 
of a unity of worship, or liturgical unity, in a ^ ' ^ 

faith and rule (and communion), in line with m 

the same sacraments. Ibis unity does of course obtam rrndu ab»- 

lutely necessary to the cx 7‘ h * g f ca t jncluded 

Christ Himself. However, logical ty ^ inc | udes also the 
the other unities: m unity of fa, 'b' Mass and th e sacraments; 

revealed doctrine on the sacrifice of - , • i n the same 

in unity of communion, since thisnrvdves <*e shmmg ^ 

spiritual benefits. Th.s S Cyclical on the unity of the 

Vatican Council nor Leo XIII in , . i itv 

Church make any specific mention of liturgical unity. 

Notes 

1 . See ,. C. Fenton. »Our Urf. J--* 

115 (1946), 50 ff.; I- Salaverri, op. cU., p. - 
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Word, op. cit., p. 493 ff. 

2. Constitution De ecclesia Christi, Preamble. See J. A. Fitzmye 

“The Function of the Papacy,” AER, 121 (1949), 34 ff. *'*• 

3. Encyclical Satis cognitum (June 29, 1896); Leonis XIII allocutin 

(Descl&j edition), VI, 183. '° nes 

4. Dialogus cum Tryphone 63 and 35. 

5. Cited in Eusebius HE 4. 21. 

6. Adverstis haereses i. 10. 2-3. 

7. Liber de haercsibus concl. 

8. Matt. 16:18; I Tim. 3:15. 

9. Matt. 16:19 


9. Matt. 16:19. 

10. John 10:16. 

11. Rom. 12:4-5; I Cor. 10:17; 12:12 ff.; Eph. 4:16. 

12. Epistula ad Philadelplienses 3. 3 (ACW trans). 

13. Adversus haereses iv. 33. 7. 

14. De unitate ecclesiae (2nd ed.) 4; ACW trans. 

15. Homilia in Epistula ad Ephesios 11. 5. 

16. Contra epistulam Parmenianl ii. 11. 25. 

p 518 WritiDg iD The Nineteenth Century; cited by Wilmers, De ecclesia, 

18. Unity of rule and of communion are not at all identical. The former 
"" Subl ™ sslonof everyone to one head, the latter the mutual cohesion 

Jhe mnrn e a i m T erS ‘ to a head can occur apart from 

Uie mutual cohesion of all the members, as is clear in the case of two countries 

for eVer> the aforemen tioned unities are intimately related, 

nerfprtf T™ 0 * “?“* exi8t apart from of rule. In fact, to be 
SfS toon ' may be . that they d ° ““cide, «« "-here tiiere is 
which is formal]v erS ° n aut h° r ity, but in addition a regime or authority 

cohesion. In viewofAisl’tTi2y to T h h a<1 “T’®"* 1 ’' fav «lves mutual 
threefold division of the ’chuJX * J Hy ® Uth ° rS sometim es suggest a 
of rule and sometimpc a c n umty f ait K of communion, and 

or unity of faith and of rul e ° ° f faUh and ° f communion > 

19. See Salaverri, op. cit., p. 931 . 


Article III 


THE CHURCH’S HOLINESS 


1 His Church he holy as to its 

Proof: 1. Horn" the purpose for which He founded the 

2. from the metaphors which He used in describing 

the Church; G 

3. from an enumeration of the means of sanchfica- 

Pboposition : ‘christ willtd^ha! His Church be holy as to its 

Assertion l" a" hantosT of^ oSitMding holiness can 

be wanting in the Church. church 

Proof: 1. from Christ's purpose in founding 

and the aid He promised; church 

4. from Old TestamentprP ertent that it is 

l^d^r^Wtedinthe 
above all members of the 

^ L Church to^fctuaUy^ ^ 

‘SSS3SS;--'— 

a heroic degree of sanctity. 
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Corollary. The Church can be called unqualifiedly hoi 
Proposition: Christ willed that His Church be holy as • 
charisms, that is, that the Church in every° ^ 
be enriched with certain miraculous gifts thro 
which God manifests its holiness. 8 


Article III 

THE CHURCH’S HOLINESS 
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I. Preliminary Remarks 

Holiness consists in union with God, the supreme Norm of recti¬ 
tude It implies two things: being cleansed of anything that can 
sully and adhering staunchly to God through love. 1 

Sanctity has unlimited degrees, for everyone is capable of yet 
greater holiness. For the present discussion it will suffice to dis¬ 
tinguish just two degrees: ordinary, by which one is habitually 
free of mortal sin, and heroic, by which one surpasses in a notable 
way the common run of people who live virtuous lives. 

Holiness is taken here in its strict sense, such as applies to 
rational creatures alone. Holiness can, however, be predicated 
analogously of irrational things like churches and ahars inasmuch 
as they are set apart for divine worship; or, masmuch as theybave 
some power to make men holy, like the sacraments, or are s.gns of 

inner holiness, like miracles. , oiico nf its 

Christs Church is holy on several counts; e.g. because of^ 
Founder and Head, who is the only-begotten Son of Cod becaase 

of its purpose, which is the glory of Cod and the -«***“£ 
mankind; about these there is no difficulty. Catholic tea hm 
in addition that the Church, by the ~n Z 
fore necessarily and irrevocably, is a sanctification that 

temal and visible holiness: that of its means of sanchficatron, 

of its members, and that of its chartsms. 

. . 7 ; 1 sUsji- His Church be holy as to its means \ ] ] 

Proposition: Christ willed that n 

srr-the “^ s ^ou^r«tm" 

moral holiness in people, even p 

holiness. „ rhurch with means of this type 

Proof: That Christ endowed His Ghurcn wi 

is proved: H founded the Church: He gave 

1. By the purpose for wmcn n* i 
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himself for us, to redeem us from every kind of iniquity and 
a people for his very otvn, zealous for good deeds (Tit 21^^ 
Christ loved the Church, and delivered himself for her tj 15 ^ 
might sanctify her by cleansing her in the bath of water*with J® 
accompanying word, in order to present to himself the Chur V- 
all her glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle or anything of theki 7 
but that she may be holy and flawless (Eph. 5:25-27) i/ i 
little difference whether one understands the Church in aUh 
glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle as applying to the Church f 
this present world, which sparkles with perfect holiness in at leaf 
some of its members, or as applying to the Church in the clorv n 
heaven. For the Church Triumphant is made up only of those who 
were sanctified while here on earth. Now, if it was Christs will 
that people be guided to even outstanding holiness by the Church 
He certainly must have endowed it with effective means for the 
attainment of perfect holiness. 

tors 2 of B H '£ e cT a Z h % W '1 Ch C, r l Used When He ca,led pas- 
tors of His Church the salt of the earth ” (Matt. 5:13), and com¬ 
pared the Church itself with yeast (Matt. 13:33). Both of these 

tasrimtion ^f e t F S T Hf> ' ing influence ' vhieh thc Church, by the 
institution of its Founder, is to exercise. 

to fcalrnTi 0f >he means 0f sancti fication entrusted 
«sm s ( fl U , r tund U d t entmSted ‘° a P° stIes a " d ** sue 
(b sacraments th TT 6 ’ COntainin g both Precepts and counsels; 

are b^mT^S^Tand' "? ^ cWef ° f whfch 
(c) sacred mZi, a } nd the Euc harist (John 6:54-59); 
Christian perfection ° PUIp ° Se of which is to instruct all men in 

spokesmen, ^dwr^gain^ *** apost . les ’ and some as inspired 
and teachers, thus organizin^ 0 ^ 61 * 118 ’ Gnd others 08 Pastors 
ministry, which consists in buildto* f* W ° rk ° f the 

w f al1 attain to unity in faith and rh> h ° d ^ ° f Christ > until 
of God. Tin* we Main to * k 7 wled & °f th * Son 
portions that befit Christ's fullness ^ph 

2S2T manh00d 01 ChriSt the fulness of Christian 

1 ’ 2 th<,t ^ ° hWCh ** « » * mem- 
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That is, that in every age very many of the Church's members 
brought to a state of ordinary holiness, and at least some be 
; • 7" Examples of outstanding or heroic holiness. This harvest of 
holiness may be quite abundant at one time, less satisfying at 

an °There are two points to be proved: 1. that a harvest of even 
outstanding holiness can never be wanting in the Church; and 2. 
that the harvest of holiness required to justify one’s pointing to the 
holiness of the Church’s members does not, for all practical pur¬ 
poses, have to exceed the limits just determined. 

Assertion 1. A harvest of even outstanding holiness can never 
be wanting in the Church. 

Proof: 

1. From Christ’s purpose in founding the Church and the aid 
He promised. He founded the Church that it might lead men to 
even perfect holiness; besides, He promised it effective and per¬ 
petual help (Matt. 28:20) for the attainment of this purpose. There¬ 
fore the Church can no more fail in producing holiness than it can 

m 2. Froi/the fact that the Apostle calls the Chufch d,e hodi/ o/ 
Christ, which Christ nourishes and cherishes fEph 5:23, 
if the Church is always animated and made fruitful y e P 
of Christ, it must at all times produce a harvest of holme- “Inch 
will be proportionate to such a Spirit; this must include even per 

Tf™ the fact that Christ wanted His Church to be recog- 
nizable by its abundant holiness: 

"You are the light of the world. It is let 

escape notice when built on a mou , ^ ma y see your 

you! light shine before theyma^ ^ 

good example and praise your Fa 
5:14-16; see 7:16-17). 

This demands that the Church be resplendent with holiness, even 

outstanding and prophecies, which describe the 

4. From the Old Testament y £ Justice shall flower 

Church as a kingdom of surpassing 71 . 7 ) ^ t y ie y s hall call 

in his days, and profound peace (Ps. 71.7). Ana ej 
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them, the holy people, the redeemed of the Lord (l ■ 

And the notions shall know that I am the Lord the S£U ' 62:l2 )- 
Israel, when my sanctuary shall he built in the midst of 

ever (Ezech. 37:28). 7 t,lem for - 

Assertion 2. The harvest of holiness, to the extent that 1 
minimum requisite to justify one’s pointing to the Church’ ^ 1S 3 
bers as holy, does not extend beyond the limits intimated* 
above Proposition. 1 tlle 

Proof: 

}' 0ne llas n0 ri g h t to expect all the members of the Chnrol, 
tobe actuaUyholy, for Christ Himself forewarned us that there 

Refd rtf a, ' d u Mt c 7° Uld ^ Veiy many Sinners in His kingdom 
Read the parables of the cockle, of the net, of the wise and foolish 

virgins. Besides, it is clear from the writings of the apostles lut 

Co'r h 2 Swt ChUrCh ? f Were h ° ,y ^ Cot - * H:18? 
Cb,ir,g i J'? 15 e "° Ugh > then ' that ‘here are many in the 
Church who actually attain holiness 

broutthtto IT 0 ' dther that ° f those wh ° are actually 

UtTtLamAm \T J ” ,an! ' "® reach 0 keroic de Sree of sane- 
b?relnTlesfrwIc°^V S ^ 3 di ® CuIt atta “, won only 
so many men anT C ’ S why ft is 50 tnily remarkable that 

the influencTof th '™ men . from ever V dans of mankind, through 
Z fasuZe f CUl , aUy d ° a « a <n «t But hemic sane 

gruelling work In *???? ° nly by su P reme effort and the most 
ootab e g e e"t ' abo r'ih ° f endea ™ r those wl 'o rise to any 

Again, hemr s aXat e CrJ e « "" USUa " y ^ 
the moral plane involving tbe . StnCt sense > 1S a miracle on 

miracles are something out ofthl ori^' aSSistance from God - But 
well as in the realm of nV, • i binary in the realm of grace as 
evident. ° f phys,cal nato e. The conclusion should be 

Corollary 

Granted the holiness of thp 

even though perhaps it clasns IT.T * itS ******** the Church, 
can be with justification called unauavTA 7 ^ sinners than saints > 
members of the Church, since thev hoh J- For the saintly 

influence, belong to it preciselu ve been formed through its 

not at all be said of s"^ ^ a ^ T h °' y ' but ttus ca " 

re what they are for the 
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reason that they do not follow the standard of life set up 
ch ur ch and neglect the means that it provides for them, 
by t^j be ridiculous to stigmatize a society because of those 
W Uers who shun the influence of that society’s principles. Even 
should they be in the majority, they would by no means be repre¬ 
sentative members. 

Proposition: Christ willed that His Church be holy as to its char- 
ismSf t h a t is, that the Church in every age be enriched with 
certain miraculous gifts through which God manifests its 
holiness. 

Charisms have an essential relationship to holiness, both because 
they are signs that the Holy Spirit dwells in the Church, and 
because ordinarily they are enjoyed by those who are outstanding 

for perfect holiness. , .. , 

Proof: That Christ willed His Church to be favored with char- 
isms in all ages is proved by His unqualified promise: 

"Go into the whole world and preach the gospel to all creation- 
...And in the way of proofs of their claims the 
accompany those who believe: in my name 
demons; they will speak in new tongues; they wd ! J ,er 

penis in their hands, and if they drink 
will not hurt them; they will lay their hands on the rxfc*. and 
these will recover" (Mark 16:15-18; see John 14.12, I Cor. 
12:4-11). 

This promise is general, restricted by no time limit, 
it cannot be conBned to the ap ? s '°_ C a ^ se (whic h was made 
nothing about the measure in winch P ( be fulfilled, 

to the Church, not to individual Gb “ da “] racu j ous gifts in one 
Consequently there can be a pro u |D accord with the 

age and a relative scarcity ^ them J divine Pro vidence, but 

needs of the Church or with the d tter of fact, they 

they will never be totally lac ”8 ' bj f reason f 0 r this 

abounded in the Churchs’ infancy ^LZigZn (no. 114, 3). 
was suggested in the treatise on The True tiengw t 


Notes 


2. Matu'^S’^O:' awS*”* "the same time, not. that th. 
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wicked people found in the Church are there not as a result of th 
influence, but in spite of it, and as the result of completely e ° ^ureh’s 
cumstances: ’Sir, was it not good seed that you sotved in yoTZl^' 
then, is it overrun with weedsP That is the work of an enemy/’h ^° W ’ 
Furthermore, all the people in the Church have at least one foot re ^ ie/ >- 
to holiness: they profess the true faith, they are subject to legitim" f Path 

and they partake of the sacraments at least to some extent See C t n ' ,ers ’ 
Church of the Word, op. cit., p. xxvii; p. 95 ff.; R. H. Benson op cU J ° Urnet > 


Article IV 


THE CHURCH’S CATHOLICITY 


1. The Notion of Catholicity: 

1. Etymological meaning. 

2. As applied to the Church, the term may describe its: 

a. doctrine 

b. personnel 

c. duration in time 

d. geographical diffusion. 

3. In strict, apologetic usage, catholicity may be defined as 
the diffusion of the one and undivided Church throughout 
the entire world. 

a. catholicity by right: the Church’s aptitude for world-wide 

b. catholicity in fact: the actual spread of the Church 
throughout the world. 



II. Catholicity is an Essential Quality of Christ’s Church: 

Proposition 1: The Church is endowed all 

olicity: it will some day reach literally all 

nations. 

Proof: 1. from the Messianic prophecies; 

P 2 ' X? Church t endowed with moral cath- 

PnoPOStnON 2: Church> after its beginnings, 

should always be conspicuous for its morally 
universal diffusion. 

Prnnf- 1 from the Messianic prophecies; 

' 2 rom the words of Christ and St. Paul, 
Corollary^ numbers alone do not satisfy die require- 
ments for catholicity. 
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Article IV 

THE CHURCH’S CATHOLICITY 


I. The Notion of Catholicity 

1 The term catholic (kata holon = throughout a whole) 115 
means something complete, whole, or entire. Even etymologi¬ 
cally, then, catholicity suggests some sort of universality. 

2. As applied to the Church 1 the term catholic may take on 
various shades of meaning since a number of facets in its 
makeup fit the notion of totality or universality. For example, it 
may be called catholic in reference to: 

a) doctrine 

b) personnel 

c) time 

d) place 


3; The morally universal diffusion C W.. . 
of the Church in all ages, should be Vn 
sive expansion. P ro gres- 

from the Messianic prophecies 
from Christs own words. 
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The Church is catholic in doctrine because it teaches Chris *1 re¬ 
ligion in its completeness or entirety; in personae 1 ^ 

comes people of every sort of temperament an con 1 f ce t0 
and erects no racial, national or social barriers, \ nt fl 

time because it covers the whole era from the time a(J 

the end of the world; with reference to place because P 

throughout the entire world. _ nreasionallv 

Even though the first three meanings o requent ly than 

in the writings of the fathers.' they occur far less frequently tn 

__ « II. —11«J onthnlir* 


•As an example, St. Cynl 

because it is diffused throughout the.entire all the truths which 

other; because it teaches everywhere 1 concerne d with things visible or 

men should learn, whether those tru ca l] ec J catholic] because it brings 

invisible, earthly or heavenly. Again l private citizens, learned and 

men of all sorts to correct worship^ every sort of sin that can 


men of all sorts to correct worship: pnn hea]j every sort 0 f sin that can 
unlearned; and, finally, because it s esses> {n fact> a u gifts of holiness, of 
be committed in body or soul. I w0rt j s or spiritual gifts of any 

...u.i___ holiness in deeds, nnos- 


De committed m Duuy ’ words, or spiritual gifts 

whatever name, whether holiness „ ’ St Thomas, In symbolum apos- 

kind whatsoever” (Catechesxs 18. 23]. See ai. 
tolorum expositio, a. 9. 
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the fourth, which is the correct usage and the best known 
present discussion the term will be used exclusively i n that ° 

3 . By the term catholicity, then, is meant the diffusion 
one and undivided Church throughout the entire world N /• 
the phrase, one and undivided Church. Catholicity necessaril °-' Ce 
plies that the Church in its world-wide diffusion retains the L- 10 ?" 
unity (doctrinal, social, governmental) explained earlier (see ,P 6 
101-109). Finally, it is customary to distinguish between what°-' 
called catholicity by right and catholicity in fact. C 1S 

a. Catholicity by right (i.e., destined or intended to be suoM 
means that the Church has the aptitude, right, and duty to snrea/l 
throughout the world. * d 

The Church has the aptitude to spread over the whole world 
because there is nothing in its structural principles which bind it 
to one nation or a few nations rather than to any other. The Church 
as both the right and the duty to spread throughout the world 

oKsmead F r t end0Wed “ with *he power and the obligation 
or spreading to all regions. 

™/ h( v Se ! aCt n are dearly proven hy Chr ist’s words: “Go therefore 
and initiate all nations in discipleship.” 3 ’ ' 

thaMs 6 „T: b0m ?n hurch P ° Ssessed on 'y catholicity by right- but 
116 b clT-T' , r ° 0t a " d founda «°° ^ caLicity in fact 
spread of the Church this Sense means the actual 

actuSy extendsto^Il n^r g 0Ut *° worId - If d ' a ‘ diffusion 
reaches only a great numbed of“ f 6d absolute catholicity; if it 
V great number of people, it is called moral catholicity. 

SiIi Ci L y st 'V n ESSen,i01 QUQ ' i,y ° f Chris, ' s Church 
enjoy a morally univmal'and ' hurch should alwn 'J s 

day it reaches all nations This ijf ,f SSI ' J ‘ 3 dl Busion until finally one 
olicity God promised His'Church p f DUlne notion of *e cath- 
explaining. We begin with the last' th h n0tion bears 

of the Church. ’ e eve ntual, complete diffusion 

'T™. "■ c ‘- —«-» ~ * 

Proof: 

1’ From rile Messianic prophecies • Anri • ^ 

pnecies. And m thy seed shall all the 
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t'ons of the earth be blessed (Gen. 22:18); Ask of me and l will 
m1 ° t ] ie nations for an inheritance and the ends of the earth 

& lV(f 0Uf possession (Ps. 2:8); In him shall all the tribes of the earth 
(T blessed; all the nations shall proclaim his happiness (Ps. 71:17); 
All the nations you have made shall come and worship you, O 
lord, and glorify your name (Ps. 85:9). 

2 From the words of Christ: “Go, therefore, and initiate all na¬ 
tions in discipleship” (Matt. 28:19); “This gospel of the kingdom 
must be preached throughout the whole world, so that all nations 
may hove valid evidence. And then will come the end.” (Matt. 
24:14); “This,” he said to them, “is the gist of the Scriptures: the 
Messias must suffer and on the third day rise from the dead. 
Furthermore, in his name the need of a change of heart and for¬ 
giveness of sins must be preached to all the nations” (Luke 
24:46-48); “You shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem and in all 
Judea and Samaria and even to the very ends of the earth 

(Acts 1:8). , 

These texts should not be interpreted as meaning only a moral 
universality among some nations; there is no justification for 
restricting their meaning in such a fashion. Actua y reason i e 
urges that if a Church is destined for all nations, and is supported 
by Cod's help for all time, it should one day actuaffy reach_ 
nations. The only sensible conclusion is, then, that ns an 
Church were promised an absolute university; one which woidd 
embrace all nations. We say, “all nations or what founts to 
the same thing, “all regions,” of the ear*; we *^ “ 
“individuals”; that is nowhere promised Indeed a;u - 

over all individuals is rather emphatica y exc u ^ { 

ecies about the continual persecutions 0 * e , or ija That is why 
defection to take place near the end of the world. That is wRy 

Augustine observed in his own day. 

_ Jcpf i but not all the individual men 

For all nations were P^ d ’ wou ] d that other prophecy 
of all nations^ . . for °ri?e n “ by all na t io ns for my names 

sake!” unless X nations there would be found bo* *ose who 
hate and those who are hated. 
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close to the end of the world: “This gospel of the kina 1 
he preached throughout the entire world, . . . And then °m 
the end ”* The calendar date is a secret of God’s providence 

117 Proposition 2: The Church is endowed with moral cath V • 
Christ’s Church, after its beginnings, should always be ^ 
spicuous for its morally universal diffusion. COn ' 

In other words, the Church should always include in its m 
bership a vast number of men from many different nations. ^ 

Proof: 

1. From the Messianic prophecies. The Messianic prophecies 
constantly speak of the universality or diffusion of the Messianic 
hngdom among all peoples.” Now a quality which is described 
without any tune-limitation, as an essential characteristic of the 
Church must always belong to it in at least some degree Since 

swTbfr h° U T alW \ yS beIong t0 if in an absolute degree as 
should be obvious from what has been already discussed it m ,s 

Si b '* “ a ,r re restricted de g re e- In other words, the Church 
shoul^he morally eoerytohere in any given age and' throughout 

Christ^uncondpionall^ / S< ’ TaU \. 

nations. To attain this f? na l u h to spread among all 

The Church, thenmust* V®* P er P etual assist ^ce. 
destiny at least in iome teltTT? 7^ aCtUa " y “ S 

one doubts that Christs words- "S Zt™ ' S Agai "’ ” 0 
salem . . and even fn ^ S " a ^ witnesses in Jeru- 

fulfiUed at least Z Jl t ° f the earth > were to be 

the apostles themselves. As a^atter imperfectl y> even 
prediction: according to St Paul’ f ° f / aCt 1116 events matched the 
his day, was being preached anrl f tlmony ’ the g° s Pel, even in 
whole world 10 —mor ally speaking, tha^iTtifsf'^ thrOUghout the 
Corollary 

quality belonging to Chrisli^Church m ° ral catholici ty in fact-a 
we stated there was required: “a grea^m*^ 7 / 1111 necessariI y- 
dtfferent nations .” For catholicitv ( w v v mbe , r of men frorn many 

»—. r-r srs.-3 
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ovincialism) strictly implies diffusion throughout various regions 
Pf the world, and consequently diffusion among different peoples. 
Such diffusion, obviously, cannot be had without a really large 
number of adherents; but large numbers alone do not satisfy the 
nuirements of catholicity. For example, if all the adherents, no 
matter how vast their number, were to belong to only one nation 
or one racial stock, they would still never constitute a church which 
W as truly Catholic. Four hundred million Chinese converts would 
not make a Catholic Church. 

Again, a merely successive diffusion in which the Church would 
spread around the world in such fashion as to gather in a new 
people only by relinquishing its former adherents, would never 
fulfill the requirements for the essential catholicity of the Church. 
Just suppose the Church were to have traveled around the whole 
world moving from new people to new people in the fashion just 
described-winning the Germans only at the expense of the Italians, 
or the Italians only at the expense of the English-at no one time 
would it ever have been actually Catholic. 

Proposition 3: The morally universal diffusion, characteristic of , 
the Church in all ages, should be a progressive expansion. 

Proof : The statement hardly needs proving. If the Church was 
designed to start from small beginnings and a short time there- 
after to be quite widespread and finally was to.reach hterafiy afi 
parts of the world; if, furthermore, the Church was destm d to 
spread by God’s help, but at the same timedependentlyonhuman 
resources, it follows quite naturally that d^us.on was to be 
effected by continuous additions. As a matter of fact bo.h .he 
Messianic prophecies and Christ’s own words pomt to such 

z ttW&Z seed xx 

t “ HolX XU shall be called the Cod of aU the 

ZtXXXer £ - garden herh and. in fact. 
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becomes a tree, so that the birds of the air come and 
branches” (Matt. 13:31-32). G ,n 

Please note, however, that the continuity of this pro 
expansion should not be pressed too hard. The texts cited 8 ^^ 6 
rule out the possibility of the Church’s being notably decrea ° 1 ”°* 
this or that century due to schism or heresy (whose occurr 
was foretold 11 in the Sacred Scripture), without its being 
recoup immediately. Still, theologians usually reject the hypoth *° 
that the Church might ever be so besieged with heresy* th 
would-even for a brief period-be resected to just one region 1 * 
Neither should one interpret the scriptural prophecies about th 
gr^at defection at the end of the world in such a sense” 


Notes 


1. Tlie term catholic as applied to the Church appears for the first ti™ 

ass s P :r of 

daily C ° nCept 0f “thoKcity. stressing espe- 

<lldotl950b ,h0l,C “ y ° f d ° aHne - H ' Lubac, Ca'LicL 

to preach die gospeTthroueh° f I 1 !!""* ° l Christ never gavc a comma "d 
le!us “■ 1 (1903,> 
p. 19. C ° Upiquet ’ Essai sur la notion de catholicity” RSPT (1909), 

_ 5. Maldonatus, commenting ^_ , „ 


of » r e SSSJSsW 

interpretation of this passage Fnr •? ° lgln from a bad and unscientific 
enter the Church; but father ihe° ^ n ? eaning is not tha ‘ all ™n will 
of , ^T 1 ^ origin who shall become h n ° ^crimination between those 
who shall become believers those o{ Gentile origin 

groups will have been broken d^4i whlch formerl >' div ided these two 


l ZaCK "* M “- n Hress. 2:3. 

Imd before the Son'o/jf an comes" Se"^ "“n* ,he round °f ,he towns in 

9- See. fo, example' Dap Rom - U:25. 

10- Rom. 1:8; Col. 1:6, 23. 3 ' 4 ~ 43; M,ch - da-2; Mai. 1:10-11. 



11. I Cor. 11:19 
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Ichior Cano ( De lock, IV, 0. ad 13) and Bellarmine (De ecclesia, 

1 e o j t ^ e 0 pj n ion that even in this hypothesis the Church could still 
lV> 7)| W j er ® at j 10 j ic; nam ely, insofar as it could be clearly proved to be the 
be calle ‘ ag t b at church which was once diffused throughout the whole 
same urc p0 int at issue is whether the Church, if confined in that 
W °u- would still be catholic in the sense indicated by the Scriptures. 
fashion,L^e ^ ^ n Thesg 2: 3; see St. Augustine [?] De unitate ecclesiae 

: 15. 38. 


Article V 


THE CHURCH’S APOSTOLICITY 


I. The Notion of Apostolicity: 

1. according to Protestants. 

2. according to Schismatics and Anglicans. 

3. according to Roman Catholics. 


II. Christ’s Church is Apostolic in Doctrine, Government and 
Membership: 


1 . 

2 . 


3. 


Apostolicity of doctrine: 

Christ willed His Church to preserve unadulterated the 
doctrine taught it by His apostles. 

Apostolicity of government: 


By Christ’s mandate the Church will always be ruled by 
pastors who are legitimate successors of the apostles. 
Schohon 1. How can one prove that this or that bishop is 
a legitimate successor of the apostles? 
c o ion 2. The early Protestant theory of having an “ex¬ 
traordinary mission” supply for the lack of 
apostolic credentials. 

Apostolicity of membership: 

tl ^ UlrC ^ * n an ^ S' ven a ge is and remains mimer- 
Tposdes Same S0Ciety as that 0riginall y Panted by the 
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Article V 


THE CHURCH’S APOSTOLICITY 


|. Notion of Apostolicity 

The term apostolic normally means something originating with 
the apostles. Everyone grants that the Church is in some sense 

P 1 . Protestants usually mean by apostolicity, apostohcity of 
doctrine. That is all that is required, they say, and it suffices. 

2 But Greek schismatics and Anglicans—at least a large 
number of them—require in addition to apostolicity of doctrme 
some sort of apostolicity of government. They o not, owever, 
specify legitimacy of the mode of succession. 

3 According to Catholic teaching, Christ’s Church essentia y 
and necessarily enjoys a triple sort of apostolicity: apostobaty of 
doctrine, government, and membership. 

II. Christ’s Church is Apostolic in Doctrine, Government, 
and Membership retains 

1. Apostolicity of doctrine means e received f rom the 

r P tr h D^e;r at this *. 

commissioned to teach all nations. dearly understand all 

promised the Holy Spirit so that they might clearly 

the truths of salvation. 1 mission, or authority-means 

2. Apostolicity of g ° V ® r ^® tors w ho form one same juridical 
pe G rs“ Ltposdes. In other «*** always ruled by paste* 

M founded a " ving 
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organization, a visible Church. Granted that fact, it s h 
obvious that an essential part of that Church’s structure ” ^ 
tolicity of government. For on no one but the apostolic c u P ° S ' 
under the headship of Peter, did Christ confer the power oH ^ ’ 
ing, sanctifying, and ruling the faithful until the end of the woTl 2 
This triple power, therefore, necessarily belongs, and can] 2 
belong, to those who form one moral person with the apostl V 
their legitimate successors. * S es: 

ScJwlion 1. How can one prove that this or that bishop is a lent 
imate successor of the apostles? 6 r ' 

It has already been established (see no. 34) that bishops sue- 
ceeded to the position in the Church originally filled by the anos- 
ties. But as was pointed out. this succession does not mean that a 

fbTrt K n P r U n Ce f ded *° the iob of a Particular apostle-say 
at tile bishop of Bndgeport has taken over the job of St Bar- 

ftolomew Rather, it means that the college of bishops, viewed 
coltowely, succeeded the apostolic college, viewed collectively. 

bishon sho, ld^ d then: . How , can y° u be sure that this or that 
Obviouslv n be Q °T aS \ leg,limate successor of the apostles?” 
apostles mer 1 "k ** n0t become a genuine successor to the 
arr °f“i ng *° himse,f fte title of “bishop,” or 
apostles’ Ne d m . SOme fasluon a function once performed by the 
one tdiWd ,a “ enuugh for a man merely to possess some 
powe^of ord 's "or" K " y e f mple ’. the Power of orders.-The 
can never be lost.-Whaf 0 ^ 611 l llicitly ’ and once acquired 
cession is that am • 1S re< * ulred for genuine apostolic sue- 

power" nofel^dina^° y f t,,e P ° Wers ^ °' dtoary 

don to the power of nrr?> ° f 30 ap0StIe ’ He must > then, in addi- 

Jurisdiction means the p^we^to “efch m/ 0 " ° f i “[ isdiMon - 
IS conferred only by a leeitimJ * a d Sovern.-This power 
once received, can y be lost a^v a “ th °5 lzation and > even though 
methods suggest themsplv r 8 m ^ being revoked.—Now two 
a legitimateTuLtr^e'aS 8 ^ « * a ‘ is 

that the man in question'is d< '' nonstr a t e by historical documents 
apostles by a never-toe™‘UT r W “ h one ° f the original 
office. One must also ^ P-decessors in the same 
predecessors either acquired hie • • 1S t0ta ^ ne no one °f bis 
acquired his position illicitly, or even though 
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ay have acquired it legitimately, ever lost it. For a purely 
^ SUCC ession proves nothing at all. To move into the White 
pby^ ^ physical force would not make a man president of the 
Tinted States. It is easy to see how lengthy and extremely corn- 
located such a method of procedure would be. Christianity is 
p 1C - £ 000 years old. Indeed, in many cases it would be quite 

impossible to proceed along these lines because of a lack of 
documentary evidence. 

b The second method is quite brief. First one locates the legit¬ 
imate successor of the man whom Christ Himself established as 
the head and leader of the entire apostolic college. Once that has 
been done we can find out whether the particular bishop under 
scrutiny is united to Peter’s successor and is acknowledged by him 
as a genuine successor in the apostolic office. It is easy enough to 
investigate these two points; it is also a perfectly satisfactory 

method of procedure. , . . ... . 

It is certainly not a backbreaking job to find the legitimate 
successor of Peter. First, it is a fact beyond question that Christs 
Church can never fail to have a successor to Peter; ^°ndjyno 
one ever seriously claims to hold Peters office except the Roman 
pontiffs (see no. 61). To find out which men are acknowledged by 
the Roman pontiff as the legitimate successors of the apostles 
as easy as looking up a number in a telephone tree °ty- 

This method of procedure is perfectly sattsfactonj. 
ferred the government of His Church on die apos es p e(er a , 
or insofar as the aposdes formed a kind of co e ° e , ed 
head. In other words, none of the aposdes sha ed “ of 

power of governing the universal Church ex^pt ^ ^ apost ] es 
the Petrine, apostolic college. If t , f ^ ap0 stles’ 

themselves, it holds true all the more <*£»^** 
successors. How could a man eg (o (he head of ,he 

cessors of the apostles unless belonging to it? A man could 

college and acknowledged by im den ^ refused to acce pt him. 
hardly be a cabinet member 1 P ostolic succe ssion but is not 
Any man then, who boasts f indeed actually possess the power 
united to the Roman pont , y physical succession occupy a 
of orders; he may even by P^ yP^ ^ he do s0 _ 

b h ufhe"d y n°ot CU be a /nuine successor of die aposdes in their 
pastoral office. He would be a usurper. 
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j 2 ] Scholion 2. Theory of an extraordinary mission. 

Since the original Protestants obviously lacked apostoli h 
government, they took refuge in an appeal to the theoryf °* 
"extraordinary mission.” To put it briefly, they maintained 0 ^ 
God could at some time raise up a group of men by an c ** 
ordinary vocation and confer on them apostolic functions if C u X * 
apostolic pastors should become viciously corrupt. This waiTth* 
case, they asserted, with Luther and the other reformers ^ 6 

It is clear, however, if any such extraordinary mission were 
ever to be granted by God, it would have to be proven by miracles 
or other clearly divine trademarks. The plain truth is, however that 
Christs own promises completely rule out the possibility of any 
such extraordinary mission. Understand now, we are talking about 
a mission by which a man absolutely apart from and utterly inde¬ 
pendent of apostolic succession would receive from God the power 
to ride (or reform) * the Church. Christ conferred sacred powers 
on apostles and their successors until the end of the world 
Further, He promised them His perpetual and unfailing 
assistance. Consequently Christ would be contradicting Himself 

:ri*\2iz deprive the Ieg “ ~ 

con ? r a . n ,*' d ' hat fact ’ * wouItl be further contradiction for God to 
noun , n P°' ver " a staUar P° wer U" other men who were 

won d ZZ h * C ” ary SUCCessors - ^ that hypothesis there 
dem ndiL hv'a” 6 ^S**"*"* sou -es of authority, both 
The onTv dunn '??*’ °, bedience from same subjects, 

confuse C0U,d f su !‘ in s “0h an hypothesis would be 

would imnlv thnt^r u" rr- ' St ,5 ^ burcb - And in that event, one 
unified, was^HUnself^n “T*’ who wiIIed Church to be 
another point of view God hf necessar y division. From 

in the sense claimed above, to presmeffis Ch^b 

3. Apostolirifv . rve Hls Church from corruption. 

given age is and remTinT nuLericTllTfhf ^ ^ “ T 

planted by the apostles. y “ same societ y as that 

It was stated above that the Church’s government is neces- 

of Catholics (a Bernard, TFrancTs orAs^i'To 0 ,^ 1 "” 60 ™ 6 the moral life 
Borromeo, etc ), but they have always J l . Cathenne of Siena, a Charles 

to the Church s legitimate pastors. V 0 m a s PWt of perfect obedience 
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apostolic: in brief, the college of bishops who rule it always 
sa rily ^ t ^ e same juridical person with the apostolic college 
forms £). Here it is asserted that the entire membership of 

b^Church is likewise apostolic. Apostolicity of membership fob 
1 as an inescapable consequence of apostolicity of government 
A oral body, despite the fact that it constantly undergoes change 
A T renovation in its personnel, remains numerically the same 
311 nl body so long as it retains the same social structure and the 
m au thority. This should be clear from the fact that corpora¬ 
tions like General Motors, or RCA Victor, or nations like the 
United States, France, or Switzerland, remain the same corporate 
or political entities, and are represented before national or inter¬ 
national tribunals as the same moral body even though there is 
vast fluctuation in their personnel. 

Please note the word, numerically the same society. A mere 
specific likeness would never satisfy the requirement of apostoba* 
Just for the sake of argument-even though it can not artuaUy 
happen—let us conjure up some church which would bear a merdy 
specific likeness to Christ’s Church; a church which wodd be hhc 
it in all respects except numerical identity, ^gine now *at 4c 
Church planted by the apostles has perished utterly. g “^T 
whether you make'it the year 600 1500, or 3000 -that alUs mem¬ 
bers have deserted. Imagine, furthermore, a an( j 

crumpled society a fresh and vigorous s ° c ' e ^ , blueprints 
then after a time, is remodeled perfect y tomeetthe bluepnnts 

of the ancient but now perished apos o c s genuinely 

Such a process would never yield^church 4at w^genu^y 

apostolic, that is, numerically one < There would 

actually existed under the long 

be a brand new society, stu&oudycoped fro^ 
since extinct. The new church g , WO uld not be- 

might be a caricature. One thing it definitely 

apostolic. 

Notes 

iSiSuM* >*» “ !UWT - 

3. Matt. 28:17-20. 


(155) 


CHAPTER IV 


The Marks of the Church 



I What Marks Belong to the Church Founded hy Christ? 
jj which Christian Society Verifies Those Marks? 

Article I 

THE MARKS OF THE CHURCH FOUNDED BY CHRIST 


I. The Purpose of this Article 

II. Notion of a Mark: 

1 . Definition. , 

2. Requisites for a quality to serve as a mark. 

III. The Marks of the Church Laid Down by Non-Catholics: 

1. Photian Churches. 

2. Early Protestant Churches. 

IV. The Marks of the Church Laid Down by Catholics: 

1. Unity. 

2. Holiness. 

3. Catholicity. 

4. Apostolicity. 

Corollaries 
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CHAPTER IV 


The Marks of the Church 


123 Christ founded only one Church. He founded one ChurM, 
that He might unite in one body all the scattered children 2*1 
(John 11:52), Unfortunately, there have come into existence manv 
rehgmus soc.et.es which claim the name of Christ and 'every sinX 
group of heretics considers its members to be the best rhricf • 
of all and its church to he the Catholic Church - It ab s„1S 

necessary, then, for priests and all who have a duty , 0 rescue ' s 
m error, to have a thorough knowledge of the ways in Xh th 
genume Church of Christ can be recognized and distTnguished 
rom all heretical or schismatic societies. 

ran 1 ? at ^ hn i st s C J hurch is distinguishable from all counterfeits and 
Christ 6 warded S* ^ Clmsti “ will don 1 1 

^alrCugh HirChurch T rt"' ^ f d «° ° b ' ata 

easily recoemVaW a ch> He certalnl y must have made it 

to a city seated W * 3 matter ° f faCt> He Himself compared it 
• •• d a mounta m top (Matt. 5:14) 

imiteUons S bv?se? U H h , Can , be disHn S uish od from all man-made 
“ re Id at eX T ° r prope ''«<*' When ‘hese prop- 
all counterfeits, they ^c^d *"» ChUrch & ° m 

ChurchfoTnded'bfcSr 16 ^ * * be 

Christian socteHes to ^ S XT**' We sha " scrutinize the various 
soc.et.es to see whrch one of them verifies these marks. 

Article I 

THE MARKS OF THE CHURCH FOUNDED BY CHRIST 
I- The Purpose of this Article 

religions 'Xthe'’ wori^'inXdtag th " 0t *° inquire " “ 0f »H *he 
true religion?” Rather, it is , 0 pJut L^hrt 
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» societies is actually Christ’s own. For this reason the tieat- 
& nt of the marks of the Church is often labeled the Catholic 
demonstration, for it demonstrates the claims of the Catholic 
Church against heretics and schismatics. Three things are presup¬ 
posed at this point: (1) that Christ was truly a messenger from 
God' 2 (2) that Christ founded a society really deserving the name, 
Church; that is, a visible society, in fact a society which is numer¬ 
ically one; (3) that this Church founded by Christ, since it is 
indestructible, still exists in the present-day world. 

||. Notion of a Mark 

1 Definition. Everyone is familiar with the general notion of a 
mark from such terms as laundry-marks, postmarks, trademarks, 
etc. A mark is a quality which distinguishes a thing from all other 

things. , 

Marks may be either negative or positive. A negative mark 
shows that nothing prevents a particular object, bearing the mark, 
from being the article we are looking for; but does not identify it 
in positive fashion. A positive mark is one which proves unmis¬ 
takably that the thing possessing it is the genuine article sought 
for. Here only positive marks of the Church will be discussed. 

2. Requisites for a quality to serve as a mark. The very pur¬ 
pose of marks-to identify-shows what characteristics are required 
for a quality to serve as a mark. A mark ought to be essential to 
the thing sought for, easier to recognize than the thing itself, and 

it ought to be visible or obvious. , 

a. Essential to the thing. If a mark really belongs to a thm , 
it will never be missing from it. Men are always rational Agam 
it will never be found in anything but the genume article-at least 

not in the same way. , be 

b. Easier to recognize. In Cher words ^co'ered. 

known to exist even before the marked a ce 1 , , own 

That is why infallibility, for example, whreh ™n d “ot be tao^ 

recogmze than the arhcle ^ however> that if an 

1 of marks, all the marks need not 
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be conspicuous to exactly the same degree. It is enough f 
ample, if one or two of them are easily recognizable by all^ 
while the rest may be clear only to those who are morn l men ’ 
in the matter. arned 

126 III. The Marks of the Church Laid Down By Non-Catholics 

1. The Schismatic, Oriental Churches (which may be label d 
PJwtian Churches since they take their origin from Photius th 
author of the schism in 857) hold for only one mark of the 
Church. Though they constantly insist that the true Church of 
Christ is one, holy, catholic, and apostolic, they nonetheless spe¬ 
cially insist that the one really distinctive mark of Christs Church 
is its unhanging preservation of the doctrine of the first seven 
ecumenical councils. To put it another way, the really distinctive 
mark is the identity of todays Church with the Church of the first 
nine centuries. 3 

To bypass all other considerations, it should be obvious that 
doctrinal identity between a present-day Church and the first seven 
councils proves nothing more than that the present-day Church- 
een^'rT °[ d ° Q ctrine at Ieast -k the same as the eighth or ninth 
rw7 I T S “T SC il is - ° ne must still find out whether the 
Church of the eighth century was truly the Church of Christ or 

I lr r m™ ti0n , 0f the doctrine ° f first seven coun- 
bon o n iw 06 *° P r e ,hat POint F »rthermore, static preserva- 
PW as n^" 6 ’ m 6 Sense that the Greeks understand the 
anv orZie e 8 T "7 ° Dly any reversal ° f doctrine, but even 
Church wh,Vh P ° i 0n °l '^ Simply cannot be characteristic of that 
T aid ° f the Ho 'y SP'nt. constantly pro- 
tags. But this ma» S an .;, n ® 3 j d ex P° s ‘tion of the apostles’ teach- 
on Faith (see volume HI of tifis’series) “ Pr ° /m< ’ “ 

Church,°the Ztel'Veart^ " ******** marks of the 
the sacraments. According Seta “* ° f 

sincerely listened to,*and^hose^ C ° d preac fi ecl sincerely, and 
tuted being administered the- sacr aments Christ Himself insti- 
which thefe ca„ be ;: d al C 4 e u " e . haVe ‘ ^ ° f G ° d ab ° Ut 
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Unfortunately the criteria just mentioned are clearly unsuitable 
to fulfill the functions of marks. This is true whether the criteria be 
understood in the sense the words themselves indicate, or whether 
they be understood according to the mentality of the original 
Protestants. The original 0 Protestants by the phrase “the gospel 
preached in its purity,” really meant the doctrine of "justification 
by faith alone” as proven exclusively from Scripture. By the phrase, 
“the rightful use of the sacraments,” they meant the use of the 
chalice by the laity. 

The reason the above described criteria fail to meet the require¬ 
ments of genuine marks is this: if the words are taken according 
to their obvious meaning, these factors are no easier to recognize 
than the very thing sought for. It is impossible to know what the 
“pure gospel” is (that is, the full gospel) and what the “rightful 
use of the sacraments” is (that is, of all the sacraments) unless you 
already know which is the true Church of Christ. If you take the 
above described criteria in the special sense understood by the 
ancient Protestants, they are not qualities proper to the thing we 
are searching for; they are completely arbitrary criteria. It was 
only to meet the exigencies of their own position that early Protes¬ 
tants advanced the idea that Christ’s Church is distinguishable by 
the doctrine of “justification by faith alone,” and that His Church 
was inescapably bound to the practice of receiving Communion 
under both species. 


IV. The Marks of the Church Laid Down by Catholics 

Catholics unanimously t lay down four w 

Church. They take those marks from the Niceno-Constantmopohtan 


0 It is extremely important to d jf^/ a S n ts be S"vel7^ n w of' th^latter 
Protestants and twentieth-century Prot ’ f the eaI i y reformers. In fact, 

would care to subscribe to the major unaware of original Protestant 

as will be mentioned below, many of them are unaware origin 


as will oe mentioned uciuw, 

doctrines. ., f i,tinmans frequently list more than 

t Even though some of the older ^ recent theologians on this point; 
four marks, they do not really diff • h an d present the same marks, 

they differ merely in the way they t ion-when viewed from the aspect 

All the rest of the characteristics they ble one way or another 

of acting as criteria, or marks ^ the y church oug h t to be drawn from 

to the four listed above. The ma ^ qualities like visibility, mde- 

the Church’s essentid proparties; function as marks. There remain 

structibility, and infallibility cannot serve to run 
then only the four listed above. 
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Creed which states: "I believe in the one , holy, catholic nn 1 
tolic Church.” ' d apos ' 

These four qualities, unity, holiness, catholicity, and 
tolicity, must be examined to see if they meet all the re a ^° S 
ments of genuine marks. That those four qualities are nece ^ 
and inseparable "properties” of the true Church of Christ h ^ 
already been established in the preceding chapter. All that remains 
to do, then, is to see if they meet the remaining requisites lor 
genuine marks: a. Are they visible? b. Are they easier to recotmiJ 
than the thing sought? 

128 1. Unity. It should be clear that unity of creed, membership 
and government is something visible, and consequently easier to 
recognize than the true Church itself. Furthermore, if one examines 
this unity, not in abstract fashion, but concretely-that is, as a 
unity which is perpetually present in a society spread practically 
over the entire world; as a unity which arises spontaneously and 
connaturally, and not as the artificial product of terroristic activities 
or military might-one finds something miraculous, something 
which can only be adequately explained on the basis of God’s 
help^ If this be true, something further follows: such unity could 
not be found outside of the true Church of God. Christ Himself 
pointed out that His own divine mission, as continued by His 
Church, can and should be recognized by that Church’s miraculous 
unity: 

7777,1 d ° V P r for them ahnc f the apostles]; / also 
V ATI V Jr/ t h i Se whothrou sh their preaching will believe in me. 
uL Z L m “ you - Father ■ «'» and l am in 

bdieZ ’ “ re t0 bc ,° ne in “■ The world tnuet come to 

believe that I am your ambassador.”- John 17:20-21. 

129 insofareas' if 7’' N °* ever >’* i "S that has been said about holiness, 

the same wav a .p roperty Church, can be applied in exactly 

if our dlcussion h" 7 .???“ “ toe - as a ™l t For example, 
sivelv to the har m * ^ t0 tbe means to holiness—and exclu- 
Csome of tt mr SS 7't n ,° f SUCh meaDS - it ^ admitted 

Nothing nrevtrts !„ ^ “T “ be found in a faIse church. 

Church thetc^ SpHt ^ ** ^ 

most of the devotional activities of th« ChurchT"^' ' aWS ; “t 
rightful,y, of course, but physical,y no^Sstn^ ZZZ to 
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some of the means to holiness. Contrariwise, any church 
Mding even one doctrine or one institution which is clearly con¬ 
tradictory to holiness stands convicted as a counterfeit. A church, 
for example, which would espouse euthanasia would betray an 
erroneous moral sense. 

Holiness of members which does not reach heroic proportions 
can also be found in some fashion in a false church. That happens, 
however, purely accidentally; God, who wills all men to be saved, 
does not deprive men, who are innocently enmeshed in error, of 
His normal graces. Furthermore, most of the sacraments can be 
validly administered even outside the true Church. If the recipients 
be in good faith, these sacraments can be fruitfully received and 
produce some harvest of holiness even outside the house of God. 
Doubtless even this ordinary type of holiness occurs far more fre¬ 
quently within the true Church than outside of it, but since that 
greater frequency is not discernible except by difficult investiga¬ 
tion, 8 and is not something obvious, its incidence lies open to much 
quibbling. If, then, holiness is to serve as a distinguishing mark 
of the true Church, we must limit our investigation, if not exclu¬ 
sively at least principally, to heroic holiness of the members and to 

the holiness of char isms. ° . . . 

Extraordinary or heroic holiness, by the very fact that it is far 
beyond the normal measure, is readily perceived. Furthermore, 
heroic holiness can be acknowledged to be a mark of the true 
Church even before one actually locates the true Church. Finally, 
such extraordinary holiness will never be foun ou 1 e e 
Church; such holiness requires an extraordinary ^undance o^ 
graces that is not granted to those in error. Even *° a gb Chnst 
does not deprive anyone of necessary ©races, e oes 
cherish His own flesh. His Church, with an **??*“££ 
Otherwise God Himself would lead manlond into ™r. were^He 

to raise up, outside the road to salvation, heroes of sancbty^The 

same thing holds true with ^ Jf^h itse^or to the holiness of 
attest either to the holiness of the C 
its finest members. 


* Charisms (gratiae gratis datoe) tongues, etc. (see 

miracle-working, prophecy, speala g r bestowed not for the sake 

I Cor. 12:4, 7-11; Rom. 12:6). They are us of ^ Church as a 

of the individual recipient so much Carrigou-Lagrange, The Three Ages 

whole. For a discussion of this matter sc 
of the Interior Life. II, 575 II. 
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Christ Himself, at least in some fashion, referred to the 
of holiness when He said: “Just so let your light shine befo 
fellow men, that they may see your good example and nrai7 ^° Ur 
Father who is in heaven ” (Matt. 5:16). C ^° Ur 

130 3. Catholicity. Catholicity by right is not a mark of the Chur h 

but rather a necessary preliminary to the mark itself. The i f 
catholicity, then, means exclusively that catholicity in fact whi °h 
should always be found in the true Church: its morally universal 
diffusion. That this sort of catholicity when viewed concretely- th 
is, as comprising genuine unity and the unbroken preservation of 
that unity throughout many centuries without recourse to force or 
military might-amounts to a moral miracle, no one of good sense 
will doubt. Such God-given unity, therefore, cannot be a property 
of a false religion. That the other requirements of a mark are 
verifiable in the criterion of catholicity in fact should be obvious 
Observe. Some theologians incorrectly, at least in our opinion 
claim that the true Church of Christ, because of this mark of 
catholicity, should always possess a larger number of members than 
any sect But catholicity does not consist merely in numbers. It also 
requires diffusion throughout the world. That is why no sect, how- 
rrr° US its 1J adherents > c3n ever be “Orally universal; in other 
rw’ there T ld r er exist . in Edition to the true Church of 
nnih “ Gr rc i S* ous society which, while retaining genuine 
for a’longtime 6 am0nS 8 81681 number of diver se peoples 

U1 a mtk A o P f 0 theri! y - tl° St0]iCit r ° f d ° Ctrinc should not be listed as 
more it is n t °,i ■ 6031156 ’*■ ls not something obvious. Further- 
ForTt l T f- ea t r ‘° reC ° gniZe fh3n th6 t™ 6 Church 
certitude abon^tb 1 Z- ln3ri y difficult, in fact impossible, to have 
w“the , e h enh ? b ° dy of d06W »e taught b y the apostles 
Cch U rch L a w J ”, ^ Church ' 11 P res umes, then that 

always been: find out" who a ° iS Why the mle of faith haS 

which societu is a on r ^ successor s of the apostles, and 

apostles rn%:uwmtTMe°r f by 

doctrine taught by the anostlpc w re « G1Ve the pure and com P lete 
doctrine, taken afi by Leff wouid^ 06 ’, » 00 ' * ba ‘ a P° 5 t° b city ° f 
Church; for there fs no hZ ^ 0nly 3 n6 g ative ™rk ot 

notion of having some sect retain"the dZ 11 ^ contradictory iu the 

entirety'. This point alone is “eed b v A ? ^ aP ° StICS * * 
b cimeea by that negative criterion: 
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if it be proven that a Christian denomination has departed from 
even one point of doctrine taught by the apostles, by that very 
fact it is convicted of being a counterfeit. 

The mark of apostolicity, then, is found in apostolicity of both 
membership and government. These two factors are, of course, 
only inadequately* distinguished from one another. Even though 
this double sort of apostolicity is not obvious to all men, but only 
to those who are fairly well versed in history, it clearly fulfills all 
the requirements for a genuine mark. 

Observe. If one considers apostolicity in purely abstract fashion, 
it is simply an historical fact; if one views it concretely, that is, as 
including the unconquerable stability of that same Church which 
has existed as a world-wide organization throughout nineteen 
hundred years, it is at the same time a moral miracle as we have 
demonstrated in the treatise, The True Religion (see no. 124). 

Corollaries 

1. After the foregoing considerations, it should be easy to 
answer the following question: “To identify the true Church, is it 
enough to verify only one mark, or must one verify all four marks 
simultaneously?” Any one of the four marks suffices to identify the 
true Church provided the mark be applied in its complete and 
concrete meaning. But the marks of unity and catholicity are so in 
extricably interwoven, that they can not be separated from one 
another. That is why the Vatican Council, in enumera ng 
marvelous signs which distinguish the Churc , oes no 

unity and catholicity, but speaks of catholic unity. 

2. It was stated at the beginning of tins article that *ered 
purpose of the study of the marks is to d^tmgmsh ^genome 
Church of Christ from all other societies using the m 

But even in 

seen that each of these /creatures to produce. Unless 

lous—something beyond the po ^ of the H oly Spirit 

there were some such external , here w ould really be no 

who breathes life into Christ ^ ^ ^ those 

reason why founders of merely ■ k can always 

rliteS^becateTo/e marks of the Church are 

• That is, Uw rulers of die Church are also pad of its membership. 
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miraculous qualities, or moral miracles, they are not only suit hi 
for identifying the church which possesses them as the Kcn^ G 
Church founded by Christ, but, even apart from the neces 1 ” 116 
presuppositions discussed above (see no. 124), they directly prov^ 
that a church possessing those marks-and the religion preached^ 
that church—is a work of God. That is why a little deeper cod' 
sideration of those same marks is sufficient to demonstrate the 
divine origin of the Catholic religion over all the religions in the 
world including the non-Christian religions. 10 


Notes 

1. Lactantius, Divinae institutiones 4. 30. 

2. See The True Religion, p. 127 ff. for an ex professo demonstration of 
Christs Divine Mission. 

3. See J. B. Baur, Argumenta contra orientalem Ecclesiam, part I (1897) 
-The seventh ecumenical council is the Second Council of Nicaea held in the 
year 787. Even though the Fourth Council of Constantinople (870) was held 
M^ ESSt . “ ld t0 ° k plaCe long before the com Pletion of the Photian schism 
(1054), ,t is not accepted by the Creeks because it contains a condemnation 
of Phot,us and professes in unmistakable terms the primacy of the Roman 
pontiff. See Hefele, Conciliengeschichte (4th ed.), IV no 493 

.. !“***? 0f the Christian Religion, IV, 1, 9; see Confessio Belgica, ar- 

bcle 29, which, nevertheless, goes on to add a third distinctive mark: the 
servance of right discipline. The marks of the Church as laid down by the 
Potestants are also admitted by the Anglicans according to Murray (see 
from 6d C 1927] ’ 126 > n0te ^-Notice in the quotation 

seZ , 0 ° f G ° d ” In the ^otestant system, the marks 

human i ^^“8 a church which is, indeed, purely 

and as a conT!^ f* r “ conformit y wi ‘h the principles of the gospel 
hidden within ** * ^ * 

5. See The True Religion, p. 211 ff 

0 0 , nl L P .T dU ' e J °1 e C0Uld Ml0 »’ be to compile some 

it is £Xlil W ° Uld be hish '^ eesebeble. For, 

cumstances would be equal on both c° m Panson in such a way that all cir- 
Then, (b) even Wanted a h , "t? With the sole of «***«■ 

only a very limited number ° 0 f WrtuIT ^ absolutel y accurate statistics, 
statistically analyzed. Practical^all ™° uld be capable of being 

of Piety or charity nerformS uf be exam ined would be works 

the deeds, on which morality depends toa . m ° tivating reas0ns behind 

reach of statistics. Finally, ( c ) as for cine 86 CXtent ’ com P Ietel y esc ape the 
smallest portion of them and on P / agJ ! ln 5 tatlstics can reach only the 

list, by s „ dl a method, ’a woman "who d ‘ Vide the ■>“*»" ““ 

woman who becomes pregnant by a sinful act 
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uld throw statistics out of gear completely, if in addition to the sin already 
W ° U mitted she would not be afraid to add another sin by having an abortion. 

sins would be in no danger of detection by the birth of illegitimate chil- 
, cn Again, the sin of a man who gets angry and uses insulting language to 
another would be easily detectable and he would receive a black mark against 
his name. But another chap who is busily engaged in lecturing and writing 
about overturning the foundations of religion, morality, and public peace-so 
long os he does so with an air of objective gravity-would not find a place in 
a statistical table of sinners. A philosopher who advocates perversity with an 
air of sweet reasonableness is often classified as a sort of humanitarian saint 
rather than as a sinner. Finally, all that statistics can measure in morality is 
the physically perceptible side of moral actions, and the attempt to adjudicate 
morality on that basis is valueless. 

7. See The True Religion, p. 211 ff. 

8. Constitution De fide catholica, chap. 3. 

9. The case is a bit different with the mark of apostolicity. For the mark of 
apostolicity, even if we prescind from the miraculous stability which is now 
factually implied by it (i.e., after the passing of so many centuries), fully 
proves the truth of the Church it belongs to because it rests upon an historic 
fact which once demonstrated can never be changed: the fact that the 
apostles planted this Church and no other. 

10. This method of demonstration was actually used in the volume, The 
True Religion (Section II, ch. 3), to prove the divine origin of the Christian- 
Catholic religion by arguing from its stability-which notion presupposes and 
includes the mark of catholic unity (article 2)-and by arguing from its 
holiness (articles 1, 3, 4). 
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Article II 


WHICH CHRISTIAN SOCIETY VERIFIES THE MARKS OF 
CHRIST’S CHURCH? 


I. A Brief Sketch of All Christian Societies: 

1. Ancient Eastern Christian sects: 

a. Nestorian Churches 

b. Monophysite Churches 

2. The Orthodox Churches 

3. The Reformation Churches: 

a. Lutheranism 

b. Calvinism 

c. Anglicanism 

4. The Roman Catholic Church 


”• v£ Mark of Unity and Catholicit « to the 


PROPosrnoN 


Proof: 1. 
2 . 

Proposition 

Proof: 1. 
2 . 
3. 

Proposition 

Proof: 1. 
2 . 

3. 

4. 


1: The mark of unity and catholicity cannot be 
verified in either the Eastern or the Reforma¬ 
tion Churches 

considered collectively they lack unity both of 
membership and of government 
considered singly they lack catholicity 

e Roman Catholic Church possesses the 
mark of unity 
it has unity of doctrine 
it has social unity 
it has unity of government 

, Catholic Church Possesses the 
mark of catholicity 

vindicated by its very name 
its vast membership 
its geographical diffusion 
its constant growth 
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HI Application of the Mark of Apostolicity to the Various 
Churches: 

Proposition 1: Both the Photian and Protestant Churches 
lack the mark of apostolicity 
Proof: 1. they lack apostolicity of membership: 

a. Photian Churches did not exist as such till 
1054 

b. Protestant Churches did not exist before the 
sixteenth century 

2. they lack apostolicity of government: 

a. Michael Caerularius’ claim to independence 
was something brand-new; and consequently 
not apostolic 

b. Same argument applies to the Schismatic and 
Protestant bishops 

c. Lay rulers are not successors to the apostles 
Proposition 2: The Roman Catholic Church does possess the 

mark of apostolicity 

Proof: 1. it has apostolicity of membership 

2. it has apostolicity of government 
Corollary 

IV. The Application of the Mark of Holiness to the Various 
Churches: 

Proposition 1: Neither the Photian nor the Protestant 
Churches possess the mark of holiness 
Proof: 1. neither group exhibits extraordinary or heroic 

holiness 

2. they lack miracles and charisms 

3. they are deprived of many of the means to hob- 

ness , .1 

Proposition 2: The Roman Catholic Church possesses the 
mark of holiness 

Preliminary Suasions: 

1. Christ prophesied His Church would be hated 
2 History and motives of conversions 

Proof 1- the Catholic Church possesses many means to 

holiness: 
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a. Doctrine 

b. Disciplinary laws 

c. Institutions 

Corollary: Bad Catholics vs. Church’s Holiness 
Proof: 2. the Church produces an immense harvest f 
holiness: ot 

a. Vast number of people dedicated to the state 
of holiness 

b. Vast number of genuine saints 

c. The Church has always been ornamented by 
miracles and charisms 

Scholion: On Temporal Prosperity 

Conclusion to First Section: 

1. Roman Catholic Church is clearly marked as being the 
Church founded by Christ 

2. Why do so many non-Catholics fail to reach this truth? 

a. Not due to lack of sincerity 

b. Many are imbued with such prejudices from childhood 
that they do not bother to examine its claims 

c. Such innocent prejudices can be dissipated only gradu¬ 
ally 



Article II 


WHICH CHRISTIAN SOCIETY VERIFIES THE MARKS OF 
CHRIST’S CHURCH? 


In this discussion the following churches must be investigated: 
(1) some ancient Eastern Christian sects far older than the Photian 
Schism; ° (2) the Photian Churches; (3) the Reformation 

Churches; (4) the Roman Catholic Church. Here we present a 
very brief sketch of these churches. 


I. A Brief Sketch of All Christian Societies 

1 The ancient Eastern Christian sects + include the following: 
a. The Nestorian Church. “Of all the existing churches which 
in the course of the centuries have separated from the unity of the 
Catholic Church, the oldest is the Church of the Nestorians” (Al- 
germissen, op. cit., p. 687). The Nestorians separated from Rome m 
the year 431 after the Council of Ephesus condemned Nestonus, 
patriarch of Constantinople, for Christological heresy.* The Nes¬ 
torian Church spread widely and created a high c ture. 


In its period of greatest dowering in thethirteenthcentury the 
Catholics of the Nestorian Church had junsd'ction over 

metropolitans, each of whom had from 6 o numbered 

him. Nestorianism was spread through all of Asia, numbere 


•The first schism ^^der Photo tosettm dm 
his deposition by Emperor Leo VI u>i 88 , ^ under Michae i CaeruJarius. 

ily mended. The permanent break occ .'^ . Christian Denominations (St. 
For the causes of this schism see Algermissen, C hnstta 

Louis, 1945), p. 560-85. , individual Eastern Churches 

t Most of the following information Rustics on church membership 

is condensed from Algermissen, op. • ^ Christian Churches of the East, 
are for the most part based on A** ’ 

2 vols. (rev. ed., Milwaukee, IV )• christ js Qne per son-a divine 

\ Catholic doctrine teaches that■ J £ !ete an( J u nconfused natures; 
Person who unites in Himself tw , Christ two persons: one, the man 
divinity and humanity. Nesto^d or Son o/S. The'union between them 
o r « For V °a rd brie f . accurate aual ysis o, Nestoriauirm - 
Parente, op. cit., p. 199-200. 
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230 dioceses, had millions of adherents, and created 
hensive theological literature. The domain of the a \j COmpre ’ 
Church stretched from Egypt to China, and from LakeR 0 *!?" 
to Cape Comorin.— Algermissen, op. cit., p. 688. 15ai kal 

In the fourteenth century vast numbers of Nestorian Christians 
wiped out in the terrible persecutions under Tamerlane 
succeeding centuries large numbers of the surviving Neston" 5 
Christians returned to the Roman Catholic Church and with 
approval, were allowed to retain many of their ancient customs 
The remaining Nestorians today are found mainly in Iraq and 
Syria. Their patriarch is called the Catholicos of the East. A much 
smaller group is found in Malabar (India) under the headshin of 
the metropolitan of Malabar. All told, the Nestorian Christians 
today number around 50,000. 

fc. The Monophysite (Eutychian) Church. The Monophysite 
Christians include a senes of national churches which separated 
from the universal Catholic Church around the sixth century. They 
are all called Monophysites because they all more or less • fell into 
the heresy of Euty-ches condemned by the Council of Chalcedon 
Tom d ChriSt had OD 'y one “*«« « mixed nature 

at MX ? and humanity - 

found r m S r’ a " Ia o CObite ChUrch - The S V rian Jacobites today are 
memher d “ Sy ? and Iraq ' The >' number r °ughly 90,000 
frl * .*? Under , thc cont rol of the patriarch of Antioch. 
Anostll^If ,a,ab A ar ’ acobite Church (Christians of Thomas the 
Apostle) is found today in Malabar, India. The Thomist Christians 
number roughly 363,000 and are .led over by the cl.“f 

3. The Armenian Church. The Armenian Christians number 

expressly reject any “inlnRline'^of^nar *'*A dle Armenians and Jacobites 

Eutyches as a heretic. BufThl are a«T ^ ”" d “P"** “" demn 

Christ either by denying it a hums COncernin g the humanity of 

depriving the human Tatoe of Sown' ( M°"°theletism) or at least by 
heresies are in the last analysis ?i act,vity (Monergism). These 

physitism. For the exact Christoloirv' & £ ub r° r mi,<ler form of Mono- 
see Algermissen, op. cit., pp. 694-712 * ° f these Mono P h y si te Churches 

the Catholic Church Sd^thuTstsSed ^ and his suffra S an came over to 

In 1932 Pope Pius XI S S for ™°n with Rome. 

ected tor those converted Thomas Christian Jacobites, 
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erhaps as many as 2,500,000, about half of whom live in the 
Russian Soviet Republics of Armenia and Azerbaijan. Outside of 
Russia, groups of Armenians are found in Turkey (almost exclu¬ 
sively at Constantinople), Persia, Syria, Palestine, Greece, Cyprus, 

China, and North America. They are ruled over by several patri¬ 
archs. The principal one, known as the catholicos of Echmizdzin, 
resides in the city of Echmizdzin at the foot of Mount Ararat in 
Russian Armenia. He bears the title of Supreme Patriarch and 
Catholicos of all the Armenians. 

4. The Coptic Church traces its origin back to one of the most 
venerable sees in Christendom: the patriarchate of Alexandria. 
Originally it belonged to that portion of the universal Catholic 
Church planted by St. Mark. It fell into the Monophysite heresy 
under the patriarch Dioscurus, successor to St. Cyril of Alexandria. 

A violent champion of Monophysitism, Dioscurus was deposed by 
the Council of Chalcedon in 451. Large numbers followed him into 
heresy. By the year 640 when the Arabs conquered Egypt, the 
Copts had become a full-blown national church. At present the 
Egyptian Coptic Christians number about 1,000,000 members and 
are under the rule of the patriarch of Alexandria. 

5. The Ethiopian Church (Abyssinian Copts) numbers roughly 
4,000,000 members. They are ruled by a metropolitan whohvesm 
Addis Ababa and bears the title, Abuna (“our father ) 

out the centuries this church has always been extremely depend«rt 
on the Coptic Church. Not until as late as 1937 id 
succeed in becoming head of the churc , an 

excommunicated by the Coptic d church). 0ut „f the )34 
2. The Photian Churches (The urtno Michael 

Photian Schism, brought to the na ^ pass ing of time, 

Caerularius in the y„ ear 10 ^’ SP e v "| ^ough these sister churches 
a number of sister churches. , litur<*y they do not 

agree in large measure in their creed and liturgy, tn y 

constitute one, single church. 


, , pu , 7 a ihp Orthodox Church does not 
constituted cted centi-ally governed Church community, hut 

35,000. 

y - . 1 "^35r55S£*- Church” (Algermissen, A P- 
Maronites form the hyro 
note 15). 
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consists of the union of a number of entirely equal, inde 
autonomous Church associations, which are held toeeth ^ 
unity of faith, similarity of liturgy, and their mutual reM' ^ 
ship, so that they appear to be one.-Algermissen o» 

586; italics ours. ’ v ' Clt > P- 


Consequently it is only by an abuse of terminology that the 
are referred to as though they were one, for each actually' claiilf 
our Lord Jesus Christ as its only “head,” and though they grant a 
pre-eminence of honor to the patriarch of Constantinople they are 
really independent churches and self-governing. Among these 
autonomous churches we find the following distinct groups- 
fl. The Patriarchate of Constantinople. This church has its own 
patriarch who bears the title of Ecumenical Patriarch. He rules 
approximately 80,000 Christians who are located in Constantinople 
and the four metropolitan cities of Derkos, Imbros, Chalcedon and 
Prikipo. 

b. The Patriarchate of Alexandria is ruled by its own patriarch 
who bears the title, Most Blessed and Holy Father and Patriarch 
of the great city of Alexandria and of all Egypt, Pentapolis, Pe- 
sollls m, ^ Ethio P ia - This church numbers roughly 125,000 

cjhe Patriarchate of Antioch, next to Alexandria, was the most 
lUustnous see in the ancient Eastern Catholic Church. At present 

££* 0f i ts ancient is title borne by its 

M . ost B } essed and Holy Patriarch of the great city of 

h JutTl ' ^ °J ^ mire EaSt ■ He resides “ Damascus and 
Has under lus junsdiction some 220,000 Christians. 

Patriarchal °l J * rUSalem was established as a separate 

"Led w f rV b \ th , e C0Uncil of Chalcedon ' Although 
heresies it lar» / . 6 Catholic faith during the Monophysite 
eleventh cenZ, ,t t ?!* ScIlism ab ™‘ the end of the 
HdTpaMafT'Jl ^ ^ bearS the title: Most Blessed and 

iuZhcbon lt foIeZm^W 11 T ° d ^ ™ der 1115 

and Jordan. hic-speaking Syrians in Palestine 

It ranb^ta * f Vemed b V i,s °«"> archbishop. 

East, ft has roughly mwZetbeT CePh!,]0aS ° hurChes °‘ * he 
f. The Russian Church. The main portion of Russian Orthodox 
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Christians belong to the patriarchate of Moscow. Orthodox Rus- 
ans living outside Russia are divided into four metropolitan 
Jurisdictions: the Balkans, Western Europe, the Far East, and North 
America. In addition to its orthodox members a number of strange, 
heretical, mystical sects,® with their own peculiar doctrines and 
esoteric rituals have been found in the Russian Church: the Raskol- 
n iky, the Khlysty (Flagellants), the S koptsy (Self-castrated), the 
Vukhobory (Spirit-wrestlers), the Molokany (Milk-drinkers), the 
Stunda (Baptists), and the Paskovites. Prior to the Communist 
enslavement the orthodox members of the Russian Church were 
numbered somewhere between 105 to 115 million.f The mystical 
sects numbered around 15 million. At present it is impossible to 
get reliable figures about either the Orthodox Russians or these 
various sects. 

g. The Greek Church is ruled by a synod of seven bishops 
under the presidency of the archbishop of Athens. It numbers 
about 6,000,000 members. 

h. The Serbian Patriarchate. This independent Orthodox Church 
is ruled by a patriarch. It numbers about 7,000,000 Yugoslavian 


Christians. , , 

i. The Church of Bulgaria has no particular patriarch of its own: 
it is ruled by an exarch. It numbers about 4,500,000 souls. 

/. The Patriarchate of Rumania established itself as an inde¬ 
pendent, national orthodox Church in 1865. It is ru e y i 
patriarch and numbers some 10,000,000 Christians. 

k The Polish Orthodox Church became an independent churc 
in 1924VSTtime it numbered about 4,000,000 — 

Ukranians and White Russians. “ \vIrLw W* the Russian occu- 
president was the metropolitan of v Kcnrhpd into the Rus- 

pation of 1945 most of its ^ “ independent 

sian Church. At present there P f b „ ut 350,000 members, 
Polish Orthodox Church composed^ ^ other Voups 

headed by the metropolitan Great Britai „, Germany, the 

of Orthodox refugees from P ecclesiastical charge of 

Near East, and other £«■*»* "in London and who has an 
an archbishop, whose hcadq _ The Christian Churches 

auxiliary bishop to help tom (Attwar , 

of the East, op. cit., II, 145)- 

• For details of their ***““•( 
t Life magazine gives 15°> u * 
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1. The Catholicate of Georgia has a very ancient history 
able back as far as the first quarter of the fourth century T}/ 306 
at first part of the patriarchate of Antioch, it acquired co 
independence in the eighth century. Only gradually did it d f 
from the ancient Catholic faith and slip into the Orthodox Sch’ ^ 
In 1811 Russia suppressed the catholicate of Georgia. After 'tl? 
Bolshevist revolution in 1917 the catholicate was re-established 1° 
numbers some 2,000.000 members. Its present status is difficult to 
ascertain, as is the case with all religious groups in the U.S S R 
;n. The Albanian Church became autonomous in 1929 It j s 
ruled by a synod and has some 185,000 members. 

n. The Church of Finland declared its independence in 1923 It 
is ruled by a synod and comprises roughly 60,000 souls. 

o. The Church of Estonia was declared autonomous in 1923 At 
that time it numbered roughly 300,000 members under its own 
metropolitan. “When Russian troops occupied Estonia in 1940 and 
Ae country was annexed to the U.S.S.R, the aged Metropolitan 
Alexander renounced the autonomy of his church, and brought the 
faithful once more into the jurisdiction of Moscow” (Ibid., p. 79). 

p. The Church of Latvia was declared autonomous in 1936 with 
the consent of the ecumenical patriarch of Constantinople. At the 

7“ ? n ?", ab ° Uf 15 °' 000 members - Its independence was 
ortdived With the occupation of the country in 1940 it became 
a part of the patriarchate of Moscow. 

archv f jit ^' uan * a was declared an autonomous ep- 

It numbe 9 ? U b dCT Metw P oHta ’' of All Lithuania and Vilna. 
is*?*? ’ 00 members - Since the ™)™ty Of the 

data were 1°n Were 7, Russian ^“nt-the rest of the pop- 

“a zealous snnrwt V » "If” OBffiolic—and its first metropolitan was 
ctahT 3- 7S1 * be Jurisdiction of the Patriarchal 

the Lithuanian Orthodox to’ Htt,e difficu,ty in restoring 
sia occupied th e “ ° ^ 0 > Unsd '*°" of Moscow when Rus- 

in mt* h Z?Jl£Z Ch0 -t V ; kla beCame Partially autonomous 
the Orthodox Czed b tbe Serbian Patriarchate. At present 

Mosco^ There 7" *T ferred to the jurisdiction of 

sons and others have increas^hhTfl7 Prague and displaced per- 
s. The Orthodnl rE 7 , flock t0 some 146,000, 

mission established by Father'^NfcholaT K "rtS ° f ^ °' d Russia ” 
y ner Nicholas Kasatlon in 1871. In 1939 

( 176) 


the marks of the church 

the Japanese government brought the Christian bodies there 
W f rigid control it was decided to make the church autonomous. 

Tf 1 numbered about 41,000 members in 1939. 

U t The Orthodox Church of America dates from 1794 when a 
11 band of monks built the first Orthodox church on Kodiak 
Hand The Orthodox in the United States number roughly 2,000,000 
S embers (Life, loc. cit.) from various racial backgrounds: Russian, 
Syrian, Greek, Rumanian, Serbian, Bulgarian, and Albanian. At¬ 
tempts have been made (in 1927 and then in 1943) to unite all 
the Orthodox in America into one independent church, but so far 
they have not succeeded.® 

u The Church of Sinai is the smallest independent Orthodox 
church in the world. It is ruled by an archbishop who is abbot of 
the monastery of St. Catherine, possibly the oldest monastery in 
the world. It became an independent church in 1575. From that 
year on the archbishops received their consecration from the patri¬ 
arch of Jerusalem. Total membership of the church is about 1-0, 
about a third f are monks, the rest, laymen. 

3. The Reformation Churches. Even though Ithese churches are 135 
autonomous groups they are usuaUy grouped!,* 
term of Protestantism. 1 The name arose at the Diet p 
1529. Until a future council could be held 

between tbe Reformers and thejr ^ ££ 

temporarily issued an edict (March, 15 ) P “ Dro tested” 

n . .-*—22 «« 

.- 1 ~.» *• — 

tached to all adherents of the Re § p ro testantism are 

The most important branc From one or another of 

Lutheranism, Calvinism, and Anglicamsm. From 


c Orthodox in the United States, 

# For details about the various group 

see Attwater, loc. cit., pp. 14 ^ 5 ' thirty mon ks at St. Catherine plus twenty 
t Algermissen mentions sorno ^ (p 592); Attwater gives the figure 
more in Cairo who belong t • 1930. „ 

° f f A ^y t ^SMe^elve. from - -V W—* «~ 

■^‘pLse note the ^ tf^JS£SS 

America at least, are una ware of therioctn^ ^ that human — » 

They would indignantly 'T^ttagood works are use!less; that the Hob 
totally depraved by <* *%**” • SJZ to every Bible reader; that Cod 
Spirit guarantees His mi<*u 
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these original branches multitudinous Protestant grou 
odists, Baptists, Congregationalists, Quakers, Mennnna 
ultimately evolved. 2 ennomtes, etc.), 

a, Lutheranism, in addition to the dogmas it retain A 
Catholicism, historically subscribed to the following tenpf ^ 
basic part of its creed: justification by faith alone the intrin ** 3 
ruption of human nature by original sin, the Bible’ as the onl^ ^ 
of faith, the existence of only two sacraments (baptism nLiT 
Lords Supper), the rejection of a sacramental priesthood in favor 
of the common priesthood of all believers. In church envoi 
Lutherans historically conferred supreme power over its churches 
on secular rulers, under whom they were governed in Germanv 

WorH W T and ln , Scandinavia h bishops. Since the First 
World War however, the system of a state Lutheran Church has 
been changed even in Germany. 3 

In the United States the Lutheran Church government is demo 

ztc :% e odT pastors are e,ected by the ^ a " d 

Lutheranism'^' With many fl >ndamental tenets of 

2S±r o( H 

ous, alvin found them obscure and intricate: 


but merely cloaked with duTmerits o^Chri't n0t really for & iven > 

Protestants, aware of the nritrinol n r St> a ” d so ^ ort b- Other contemporary 
repudiate the more exaggerated doeh- 6 0rmatio1 ? teac bings, either expressly 
as to make them harSS ° r paUiate the ™ to such an extent 

cepted, consciously or unconsciously ^ npora !T Protestants have actually ac- 
pitals and many splendid^h^Ue^are te«f ,n ^ Calh ° lic view P^ts. Their hos- 
works. Their interest in missions is a sim°nf 6n0Ugh beIief in 8«od 

Their recent ecumenical movement IwchJ^ 1 *.°^ a 1 m0re Catholic perspective, 
of that Catholic unity which was torn ^ t0 f hunger to re gain something 
Grahams syndicated religious column Af a * under at the Reformation. Billy 
infiltration of Catholic *1 * g °° d exam P le of the 

heavy emphasis he lays on Bible reading a*? 3 ? 1 dlu ^ kin 8- A P a rt from the 
ly . ail h alone, a great number of thp cAi *^5, insistence on justification 
ra«sed by his readers could appear ° b ° nS ? raham oS ™ to problems 
Without causing an eyebrow to P quiver y P ° pular Ca tholic Question Box 
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offered as the only real key to their understanding, the immedi- 
t Assistance of the Holy Spirit enlightening the mind of the 
* ljvjdual believer. 0 For Luther, Christ was really and substantially 
m sent in the Eucharist; 7 for Calvin, dynamically present. 8 In 
addition to these disagreements in interpretation, Calvin himself 
introduced his own doctrine of absolute predestination. 0 

Calvinism has generally excluded secular rulers from church 
government and reserved such ruling power to the churches them¬ 
selves. It has consequently always been characterized by a demo¬ 
cratic constitution in its churches. From its very beginnings it 
was extremely practical and zealous about promoting both good 
moral behavior and social works. This positive side of Calvinism 
was a natural corollary to the doctrine of election: one who was 
conscious of his election was anxious to transform not merely him¬ 
self but the whole world into the kingdom of God. And since good 
works were the result of, and confirmation of election by God, 
men were spurred to find such signs of their election in their every¬ 
day economic and political lives. 9 

Lutheranism, because of its more mystical character, had a less 
popular appeal and was restricted largely toGermanic peoples; 
Calvinism, because of its practicality and its demooahe tempera- 
ment, appealed to a wide variety of peoples. It flourishes m 
zerland, Holland, Scotland, and the United States. 

c. Anglicanism at the beginning of its ^Parahon from Rome 

under Henry VIII, Edward VI, it 

primacy of the Roman pontiff. * unc j er Eliza _ 

submitted to the influence of Lu * e ' a ^ Calvin i sm . Anglicanism 
beth, it yielded yet more to the 'f ° f c " but Jed over 
retained the hierarchical strata Andicanism is made up 

supreme spiritual authority to * e wh f ch believes that the 

of three main groups: the H g & ^ ^ ^ esteem and has a 
episcopacy is of divine °ng ' - T o the High Church group 

horror of being dubbed P 1 lo _ Catho lics”) who both in 

belong Puseyites or R * tuah A, the Catholic Church quite 
doctrine and in worship res 


•Most of the Reformed Calv |jJ' Sl 'g o ® "r^oriclemiis some men 

irrespective of their merits. See A*™ 


EngUsh monarch is still nominally the head of the 

Anglican Church. 
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closely. The Low Church leaned heavily in the direction of Calvj 
ism, and is much more concerned with justification by faith alone 
than with any episcopal rank. The Broad Church opened its doors 
widely to rationalism and treats major Christian dogmas as debat 
able questions. 

Finally, until very recent times Lutheranism, Calvinism and 
Anglicanism had become divided into so many independent 
churches and tiny coteries that it was discouraging to even 
enumerate them, let alone analyze their doctrines. Fortunately 
with the growth of the modem ecumenical movements,® starting 
in the 1920’s, a large number of these Protestant Churches have 
federated. This makes the task of the outsider attempting to under¬ 
stand them sympathetically far less diflicult than formerly The 
total number of Protestants in the world today is estimated at 
199,672,321. f at 


Father Tavards remarkable little book. The Catholic Approach to Prot- 
estantism, has been highly applauded both by many non Catholics and 

ehSl S ' th / 7 nteres j ed reac,er ^11 find a brief! readable, and very 

chantable resume of he modern, Protestant ecumenical movement. The movZ 

must coumerH 6 ? T ° h]ems for the Ro ™» Catholic Church which 

S m UlClr Pr ° per P r °P 0rtio n truth, charity, and prudence, 

for tha^athoh^f STF"* ' vith apathy insofar as it bespeaks a hunger 

thes?ProtelS ChSi at the Ref ° rmalion . and insofar as she views 

, "otestant Christians as her own wandering children At the same time 

foundeTbv STO? *5? ^ th 11131 She is the one, only, 2ue ChS 
leading them^ntn thi v' T 2 ^^Patfictic to the ecumenists without mis- 
the other hand tn m' S ^ e 1S doming doctrinally indifferent; or on 

harsh or unmntJSff ° U W umqueness without appearing to them to be 
to us, both faithfullv rpn^ exqui p lte tact - F ftber Tavard’s little book, it seems 
He does not conm S Ro 2 le s position and is a small reflection of it. 

Catholic to take offense^ ft, 6 trUt ^j yet would be difficult for any non- 
on some of his fellow C-iffinV "fT V P resen [ s that tmtli. If he is a bit hard 
enough to ignore 7t for S h l C ^fS ,g,ans th £ y wiU P^bably be charitable 
x ^ l ° lSa0Te 11 for the sake of the many fine points in his book. 


t Church 
Roman Catholic 
Baptist 
Methodist 
Lutheran 
Presbyterian 
Episcopalian 
Eastern Orthodox 
Disciples of Christ 
Churches of Christ 
Latter Day Saints 

Congregationalists 


U. S. Membership 
33,574,017 
18,274,088 
11 , 688,002 
6,818,283 
3,703,021 
2,757,944 
1,500, 000 est. 
1,897,736 
1,600,0002 
1,319,155 
1,298,205 
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World Membership 
484,077,000 
20,680,478 
13,391,034 
71,000,000 est. 
13,330,000 
40,000,000 
30,000,0001 
2,029,963 

1,500,000 est. 
1,838,108 
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4 The Roman Catholic Church. Juxtaposed to all the Photian 136 
, Protestant Churches just enumerated, we find the Roman 
an th lie Church. In sharp distinction from Orthodox and Protestant 
r\ stianity, Roman Catholicism is not composed of a series of 
nomous churches: it is one vast, world-wide church. Struc- 
aU Hv this single Church is stratified into 2,057 ecclesiastical juris¬ 
dictions throughout the world: 713 in Europe, 492 in Asia and 
Oceania, 295 in North and Central America, 310 in South America, 
and 247 in Africa. These jurisdictions are broken down into the 
following ecclesiastical categories: 374 archdioceses (including 10 
residential and 7 titular patriarchates), 1,238 dioceses, 205 vicariates 
apostolic, 119 prefectures apostolic, 84 abbacies and prelacies nul- 
lius, 19 apostolic exarchates, 11 apostolic administrations, and 7 

miS The S total membership of the Roman Catholic Church is esti¬ 
mated 10 at somewhere between 421,340,901 and 484,077,000. 

After this preliminary sketch of the various Christian societies 
we must now apply the marks of Christ’s Church to see wfuch 
Christian society verifies those marks. For the salteo __ty 
shall apply the marks in this order: first, he mark of J*thohc 
unity,” or unity and catholicity considered together: secondly, 
apostolicity; finally, holiness. 


II. Application of the Marks of Unity and Catholicity 
to the Various Churches 

Proposition 1. The mark a, unity ^f^ncZ2ls 
fied In either tire Eastern or the Reformat,on Churches. 

Proof: The Photian and Reformation Churches may he con- 
^f^r^^e considered collectively, they 


924,822 


270,079 
268,915 3 
187,120 

90,398 < 

70,000 est. 

119,000 „ 200,000 
,U.S. and world. 3 1936 U.S. Census. 


642,000 

92,600 


Adventists 

Church of Christ, Scientist 
Jehovah’s Witnesses 
Unitarians 
Universalists 
Friends (Quakers) 

1 Excluding U.S.S.R. . fWest- 

< Unavailable. T The Protestant Churches of America (West 

-Based on J. Hardon, b.J., 

minster, Md., 1956). The Nation ol Catholic Almam* (W). 

° These figures are take" "J is Annuario Pontificio (1956). 
p. 332; the original source for the ngu 
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evidently lack unity: both unity of membership and unity 0 f 
eminent; for they are made up of many churches which are 
pletely independent If they do not possess unity, they ncce. C °T 
lack that kind of catholicity with which Christ omamenteTu- 
Church (see above nos. 101-109). Hls 

2. If all these churches be considered singly (that is, each • H 1 
vidual Photian Church, and each individual Protestant ChurYj 
they obviously lack catholicity; for each of these churches iTfo 
the most part confined within the boundaries of a single count™ 
If they do not possess catholicity, by that very fact they necessarily 
lack that kind of unity which Christ bestowed upon His Ch„™£ 
(see nos. 116-118). rcn 

Unity of doctrine is again quite obviously missing in Protestant 
ism considered as a totality. In fact unity of doctrine can not be 
found even in the individual Protestant churches: each of them 
at least the large Protestant bodies, has always been split by inter¬ 
nal divisions—divisions and subdivisions which have increased with 
time. There is nothing strange in this fact, seeing that the funda- 

T nt , , PrinCipIe ° f Pro ‘«tanU S m-private judgment-is a principle 
which by its very nature militates against unity.® 

«nii ei ? er ,l h ° U l d „ 0ne overestimate ^e doctrinal unity of the 
Orthodox Church. While historically the Photian Churches have 
been substantially agreed in doctrine, in recent times they have 
shown some wavering tendencies: 

unit ?, mark , ab 'f thal the y hove retained so much 

unity as in fact they display. This unity of faith, morals, and 

ecumenical ^vement Protota^ts b tLmTtS haSI V. etl by th ° modem Protestant 

turing process induced V>v themselves ha Ve grown weary of the frac- 

to restore Christian unity. Whi!7vSng ^hf e^ a " d are hungry 

thetically one must not rnnf,,c« fl. W , ecuiT >emcal movement sympa- 
churches or byTractW the . e « e ™' unity achieved by federating 

organic unity we arc here discussing S'" V t an ? us sects with the internal, 
mind of the journalist who naivelv rantin'^ evidently existed in the 

of South India (a merger of AnSn ”^ ^ ™ the United Church 

tional, and Reformed Churches in 8 19471 Presbyterian, Congrega- 

1955, pp. 148—153). ActuSv th. s W of “Tr." 1 {Ufe • Dec - 26> 

crisis in the Anglican Church Rnmlrl v ° , mt y has threatened to cause a 
of this type of Chri£i “uMy fn a wmv n0 dev°1 g f 8 ° e " ViSi<med the 
All Round.” It showed how one mieht /asta hng essay entitled: “Reunion 
all Mahometans, Jews, Buddhists Brahnfin^p 1 " 1 - 16 m ^ Church °f England 
Selire [19301 pp. 47-77). To achLe (Em « 3 
Christianity. on c has to do is eviscerate 
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worship is undoubtedly due in some measure to lack of pre¬ 
cision in definition and to a willingness to differ; in theory the 
unity is complete; in fact it is a substantial agreement which 
today shows some tendency to weaken (there are currents of 
opinion trickling toward Rome, toward Protestantism, toward 
Modernism), and the weakening is due not a little to the close 
association of many of the churches with the civil power.- 
Attwater, loc. cit., p. 6 f.; see p. 158; also Algermissen, op. cH., 
pp. 222—3. 

As a matter of fact in the Photian Churches in the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury a fair number of the more educated clergy were imbued with 
both Protestantism and Rationalism: 


No wonder. For it is a well known fact that many of those who 
are called to direct and occupy the chairs of theological schools, 
or to hold episcopal and metropolitan sees, were educated in 
Protestant universities (especially the Protestant universities of 
Germany) - 11 

Again, it is a note of real catholicity to have a instant interest 
in the conversion of pagans by preaching the gosi *o n 

the “Orthodox Church” has never bothered about the 
of naffans- “it feels no desire to convert them. 

Protestantism, on the other hand, dbfl. * «nvXfS 
and vigorous movement did not even t in “ , . . of the nin e- 

pagans and, generally speakinig, e ° r ® e * us] g , 0 establish foreign 
teenth century hardly moved a jateJon, and particularly 

missions. We must admit, howeye ^ n ^ la p e r o t e s n t’ a n^ did establish 
after the middle of the nineteen of men a nd vast sums 

foreign missions and did send * V3 fee] howeV er, that inasmuch as 
of money to found them , S f a ’ fevv noteworthy exceptions® 

their missionaries-prescindmg se lf-denial, their harvest 

-were not outstanding mo dest» 

of genuine conversions ha ^ m a kind o( 

• The world-famous Albert ^“^due tribute to his genius and un- 
Protestant saint in recent years. Wdh “ „ Pro testant in « 

doubted sincerity it is “',“ a „ght up in the misty world hl^ 

sense of the word H<’ h! still distinguishes b*w«» th. Ies£ 

Protestantism into which he was man . however great or noble he ^ 

of faith” and the "h stoncal 5'“reverence for life.” should rather be classrbed 
with his own special view ^ a Christian, 

as a “mystical humanitana 
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7 38 Proposition 2. The Roman Catholic Church possesses the mark 
of unity. 

Proof: 

1. It has unity of doctrine. All Roman Catholics tliroughout the 
entire world, ordinary laymen and professional theologians alike 
no matter what theological school they belong to, profess the doc¬ 
trine proposed to them by the Roman Catholic bishops. Even 
though they may disagree on some minor questions which have not 
yet been clarified by the teaching Church, they all confess that 
they are ready to accept immediately whatever decision the Church 
will hand down on these questions. 

2. It has social unity. All Roman Catholics belong to one single 
society; they worship God with one and the same sacrifice, and 
they partake of the same sacraments and other spiritual goods, 
and obey the same universal laws. 

3. It has unity of government; for both the laity and the clergy 
obey the bishops, and all the bishops of the world together with 
their flocks are under the rule of the Roman pontiff so that the 
whole Church is indeed: like an army drawn up in battle forma¬ 
tion (Cant. 6:13). 

This unity of the Roman Church, which is not brought about 
by secret police or terroristic tactics or by military might, but by 
the free submission of the faithful and by the powerful operation 
of the Holy Spirit, is so obvious a fact that all men acknowledge 
it either by their admiration or by their envy. Still this remarkable 
unity in nowise destroys the legitimate use of personal liberty; 
neither does it hamstring the native genius of individual men or 
nations by forcing on them a rigid and artificial uniformity. The 
’'^U e ^ at S ^ e is » in a U matters which do not con- 
c wi o s rights, freely accommodates herself to the varying 
eharactenstics of different nations and different ages, granting lib¬ 
erty without license and preserving unity without tyranny. 

139 3 ' The Romm Church p0ssesse ° the «•* of 

Proof: 

cd'HT faCt .f “ a sense ^ndinated by its very name. Other 
Chnsban sociehes are usually designated by names indicating 
something localized-, while the Church prided over by *e 
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Roman pontiff is the only society which, by the common consent 
of the whole world, is called catholic or universal. Since it is every¬ 
where so called, it is immediately and without ambiguity recog¬ 
nizable. St. Augustine says: 


There are many things which quite rightly keep me within the 
Catholic Church. ... For she possesses the very name catholic— 
something which is no mere accident when amid so many 
heresies that Church alone so rightly deserves the name cath¬ 
olic, that even though the heretics might prefer to have them¬ 
selves called catholics, yet when any traveler inquires where he 
can find the Catholic church, no heretic would dare to point out 
his own church or his own meeting place. 15 

As a matter of record, heretics not only in Augustine’s day but in 
later ages have constantly tried to snatch this name away from us, 
referring to us as “papists,” “romanists,” “ultramontanes” and so on. 
Strangely, they have always been frustrated in their attempts to 
pin another label on us: 


Whether they like it or not, even the heretics and schismatics 
when they are discussing the Catholic Church, not simply 
among themselves but with outsiders always rete‘o.t as the 
Catholic Church. Unless they did refer to it by th*t name no 
one would understand what they were talking about, since th 
whole world calls it by that name. 

How truly the Roman Church deserves the name ‘catholic 
becomes quite clear if you stop to consider its vast membership, 

its geographical diffusion, and its ^““of Roman Catholics not 
2. Its vast membership. "umb ^ individual Chris- 
only vastly exceeds the wmteshpj me y mbeiship ^ais 0 r sur- 
tian church considered alone, b ^ According to the 

passes even ^t TpeTcent or one-fifth of all the inhabi- 
most recent poll, almost pe 
tants of the world are Catholics. 


Total Christian population. 


Total Roman Catholic. 

Total Protestant . 

Total Schismatic . 


.. .817,530,926 
32.4 per cent 
of world pop. 
.. .484,077,000 
. .204,566,009 
.. 128,887,917 
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3. Its geographical diffusion . The Roman Church is SD 
practically over the entire world. In Europe it is spread throl! 
every country; 39 per cent of all Europeans are Catholic: 230 1 
000,000 Catholics out of a total European population of 590,000 000 
In Central and South America the Roman Church has practical 
no rivals, and in North America it is widely spread in all parts of 
the region. There are 190,000,000 Roman Catholics in the Americas 
or 56 per cent of the combined total population of 337,000 000 
The Roman Church is spread through a great number of Asiatic 
countries and adjacent islands, and though its membership is pro¬ 
portionally considerably less than elsewhere it is still quite striking- 
31,000,000 or 2.3 per cent of the total Asian population of 1,300- 
000,000. It has considerable membership in Africa and in Oceania 
Africa has 17,000,000 Catholics or 8.5 per cent of the entire popu¬ 
lation of 198,000,000. In Oceania there are 2,800,000 Catholics, or 
20 per cent of the total population of 14,000,000.° 

This geographical diffusion of the Roman Catholic Church- 
which definitely includes the conservation of its unity in the midst 
of diffusion-quite easily surpasses the diffusion not merely of any 
other Christian church, but far surpasses the diffusion of every 
other religion including the non-Christian. For the Mohammedans 
are not found in America or Australia; neither are they found in 
Europe (with the exception of Turkey and Serbia). Buddhists and 
timdus find their membership confined within the boundaries of 
Asia alone Incidentally, no one should harbor the illusion that 
Mohammedans, Buddhists, and Hindus are not divided against one 
anodier or that they somehow form one united society; let alone 
a Church of Pagansl 

f. Its c growth. Another striking feature of the cath- 

* e I Roman Church « that it keeps spreading constantly 

of Chril? JUS ‘i?\ at itS TOry beginnin 8 « obeyed the command 
of Chnst to preach the gospel to all nations, so it continues to obey 


lowL™' C ° U " U,eS R »n>a n Catholic populations are the fol- 

Rra7il 


Brazil . 


Italy . 


France . 


United States . . 

Spain . 


Germany . 


Mexico . 


Argentina . 
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Him-and in very energetic fashion. For to all lands, how 
remote or however barbarian, it ceaselessly sends missionaries^ 6 * 

III. Application of the Mark of Apostolicity to the 
Various Churches 

140 Proposition 1. Both the Photian and Protestant Churches lack the 
mark of apostolicity. 

Proof: 

1. First it should be clear that both of them lack apostolicity 

of membership. J 

a - No amount of tortuous reasoning can ever hide the fact that 
the church of Constantinople (from which the rest of the Eastern 
Churches sprang up) simply did not exist as such (that is, as a self- 
governing and independent church) before the schism of Michael 
Caerularius in 1054. The church which flourished in those regions 
before the schism was simply a portion of the Roman Catholic 
Church. Before the schism it freely acknowledged the primacy of 
the pope, as is clearly borne out by the very history of Photius and 
the acts of the Fourth Council of Constantinople (870). 17 

b) It is even more obvious that the Lutheran, Calvinist, and 
Anglican Churches simply did not exist before the sixteenth century. 

.. m !L C °!; ld f re f° rmec l church exist before there was a “reforma- 
on f Clearly, then, none of these churches which began to exist 
only hundreds and hundreds of years after the death of the apostles 
can be said to be numerically the same as that Church which 
existed under the apostles’ personal rule. 

2. Similarly it is quite easy to show that both the Eastern and 
ie Protestant Churches lack apostolicity of government. 

P _ . G ^ a . a ^ c ^ Constantinople before the time of Michael 
over U .u nUS u mp . y not P ossess supreme and independent power 
auSo?K.V hUrd 5' ^r 5, pOSS “ sed only a limited and derivative 
tlie nrimar S 'f *v. ea n r ° m ^ le ' r own Gadier acknowledgment of 
CaeSus y cf !, 7“ P , 0nlifI ' ! Consequently, when Michael 
S : S h C ^ med . ,ndePCndent au,horit y he was claiming some- 

wsarrrats act at 
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formerly belonged; ° one can hardly be a subordinate member of 
a corporate body and at the same time utterly independent of it. 
Now if Caerularius ceased to be a member of the episcopal col¬ 
lege, he necessarily lost such apostolic power as he possessed pre¬ 
cisely in virtue of his membership in that college.f Consequently, 
even though Caerularius continued physically to occupy a see 
which was (indirectly) apostolic, he was no longer a legitimate 
successor of the apostles. 

b. The same argument applies to the rest of the schismatic 
patriarchs; and, on the other side of the ledger, to all bishops who 
occupy a see which was originally Catholic: all Orthodox, Anglican, 
and Scandinavian Lutheran bishops. All of these men, by refusing 
to acknowledge what their own predecessors acknowledged-that 
the Roman pontiff is the head of the episcopal college-by that very 
fact departed from the apostolic body of pastors. 

c. Finally, it should not take too much brow-furrowing to realize 
that political rulers, lay synods and lay consistories, whether 
Photian or Protestant, cannot possibly be considered legitimate suc¬ 
cessors of the apostles. Christ did not hand over the government of 
His Church to Caesar; He handed it over to Peter and the apostles. 

We can, then, justly dismiss all such apostolic pretenders, eas - 
em or western, with these words of Tertullian; 


Let them show then, that the line of their bishops descends 

ImS,: «.;.k s. 

[in unity] with the apostles. 


century and no heretic ^ heretical bishop of 1000, or 

how little chance any sdu *> ap0 stoIic succession. 

1600 years later could have to my cm 


. We are here taking for 

Schismatics and the R “" a ” Jf Constantinople truly belonged to the body 
larius* predecessors in the 

of apostolic pastors. , aDOstolic power as is Iosable: the power 

tZ&tt rte^afis unlosable, the power of order, 
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] 4 ] Proposition 2 . The Roman Catholic Church docs no™*** *1 

of apostolicity . 7 M f/,c ««Hfe 

Proof: 

1. It has apostolicity of membership. First, it should be • 
that the Roman Catholic Church is older than all the other Ch”* 
tian societies, since they only came into being by separating f 
it This fact itself implies, by the argument of exclusion thVtT 
Roman Church is the continuation of that Church which exi ti 
under the apostles’ personal rule. The Church of the apostles 
certainly promised indestructibility and consequently must still 
exist. Since the rest of the Christian societies did not spring n n 
tdJ long ages after the apostolic era, the only thing one can con 
elude is that the Catholic Church alone is that society which was 
planted by the apostles. s 

Even more startling is the fact that no one can assign any 

, 3 ru afe n ‘e an *• ap0Stolic era 'he beginning of 
Uie Catholic Church. So striking is this fact that Rationalists have 
dreamed up various theories to try to account simply for its origin 
through some sort of natural evolution." These theories simply 
outl n n P H US1 r lh ,! y t0 u them ' Actual| y 'hoy are completely Jed 
l Ld II e faShl0 ” by What Was discussed at ]e "g'h in chapters 

united^th T a n haS a P ostolicit V of government. It is 

of nredpc 6 ** 0P . 0 ^ ? ome ’ w ho by a never-intermpted series 
tjEZr™*” back t0 Sai "' Peter upon whom Christ 
to succession of the Roman pontiffs right back 

headed a P os "os, despite the quislings of a few hard- 

O d “ P r “ ? fa f 50 plain as "> he beyond cavil.* 
of *e Roman establish od. i' follows that the bishops 

rr°tdte se a 5 ? , 

h iSfc h g &» him as ,he S0le 

holds me [in the ^atMc ^h 1 ^ Ugustine ’ s words: “ what 
bishops which descends from th^ * *5®* succession of P^estly 
on whom our Lord ^t SF If ° f Peter a P oslle ’ 
down to the present day.”^ ® Ce ° f feedln S his shee P> ri S ht 

any almanac. Sfound in 
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Corollary 

Since all the other Christian societies took their origin by 
separation and desertion from the Catholic Church, all men who 
are converted to the Church—however numerous they may be from 
any particular sect—are correctly said to return to the household of 
the Church. For they return to that house from which either they 
themselves or their forefathers had gone out. 


IV. The Application of the Mark of Holiness to the 
Various Churches 

Proposition 1 . Neither the Photian nor the Protestant Churches 142 
possess the mark of holiness. 

Proof: 


1 . No harvest of extraordinary or heroic holiness ° appears in 
either the Eastern or Protestant Churches. It is a fact that until 
recent times of persecution,! religion in the Photian Churches 
had grown rather feeble. Their organizations and societies lacked 
both vigor and a spirit of piety; many times they became devoted 
to political rather than religious purposes . 22 After their separation 
from Rome, they ceased to produce any genuine saints whose sanc¬ 
tity can be historically documented. 

As for the Protestant Churches, we do not at all deny that many 
of their members worship God sincerely and lead good moral bv^ 
But the point here is that these peop e do not possess b ° b ”“ 
to a heroic degree. By abolishing religious orders, the Protestant 


• It is extremely important to The on l y type „f holiness 

theoretical exposition of the marks of the detectible sign, is heroic 

which can serve as a mark, *«”chme£ lack fhe mark of 

holiness: great sanctity. To state t [ num bers of both Schismatics 

holiness is not in any sense to deny i ivcs Ordinary holiness is, 

and Protestants may lead excellent, as a mar k of the true Church, 

of course, very praiseworthy, but ‘ some thing truly remarkable, something 
All the marks, as we have seen, spotlighting the only 

indeed miraculous—that is why sympat hetic description of the real 

genuine Church of Christ. For “ op. <*, pp. 

piety to be ^^fy^The %ptritand Forms of Protestantism (Westminster, 

Md., 1950), PP- 177-92. r . mrnunists seem to have revived a very deep 
f The persecutions bythe* Newsweek, 44 [October 18, 1954], 

spirit of piety among the ' takes a rat her pessimistic view, mdicat- 

pp. 59-62). A recent seeking to control all the Orthodox 

ing that the present patriarch • ^ gway of the Kremlin; see Matthew 

Butrin (Oxford, 1956). 
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Churches totally uprooted a very way of life dedicated to 
pursuit of perfection. They have never emphasized the n r ° ^ 
of the evangelical counsels-poverty, chastity, obedience Con* 06 
quently, relatively few Protestants dedicate their entire lives ^i 
energy exclusively to works of religion and charity. Nowhere ^ 
they point to genuine heroes of sanctity. More striking still the 
history of original Protestantism brings us face to face with two 
hard facts: 0 

a. The very founders of Protestantism (Luther, Calvin Henrv 
VIII) would hardly be classified by disinterested observer 
as outstandingly holy men.® 

b. The immediate results of the Reformation, according to the 
testimony of the Reformers themselves, was not an increase 
in holiness and morality, but just the reverse. 23 


As a matter of fact, present-day Protestants, who are well- 
versed historically in the facts of the Reformation era, tend to 
emphasize, not the holiness of the original Reformers, but their 
contributions to the development of the spirit of liberty, the free- 


soa'hta^raTriant: deS “ ipti0I,s of Luthar aad Calvin by Paul Hu.chm- 

whoai ! “S m u ,llher a Wa . S “ 816,11 bu !' 0f a mao - bursting with animal spirits, 
fl(X)d Hk voiri and n S seemed t0 eru P t from in an undatable 

Si £ al ”u M1 -?! d 8 ad German-a Luther who 
disgraceful abuse dre^e 8 ! V 8eS ’ W l 1 ° coud vilify his opponents with a 

princes who had protected himTo h gUt -‘l!' "f° cou,d command lho 
uprising of what P he called “tb * M™? WUh unbnd,ed ferocity the social 
Peasants” . d the Murderous and Thieving Rabble of the 

Luther as a mortaWxiuld bt? Jota°r£? t ^ 0n ” was about as different from 
with an introspective, syllogistic mind 7il "of 3 French intellectual 

Calvin s great conShS . hke ^ at of Tb °mas Aquinas. . . . 
theological coherence. WaS *° reduce the Protestant revolt to 

But the fitnirp nf t:_u 


of famiharity TTwas Se hvine^an re ^ ains cool > rem ote and as repellent 
an enthusiastic refugee as “Brother Caf”’ » C ?° st ?d 0n a Geneva street by 
was to be correctly addressed as “M n Vln ’.. answered that he 

Christian Faith,” Life, 39 (Dec. 26, 1955 ° nward March of the 


( 192) 


THE MARKS OF THE CHURCH 


ing of men from authoritarian control, the recognition of the dignity 
of the individual conscience, and so forth. 

2. Miracles and charisms which Christ promised would em¬ 
blazon the holiness of His Church are totally lacking among both 
the Eastern 24 Churches and the Protestant. In fact, Protestants are 
so keenly aware of this that they often state blandly that miracles 
no longer happened after the apostolic era.® 

3. When discussing the means to holiness one must make one 
judgment with regard to the Orthodox and another with regard 
to the Protestant Churches. 


The Orthodox are not lacking in the means to holiness: when 
they departed from the Catholic Chinch, they retained practically 
its entire doctrine, the seven sacraments, and many of its organiza¬ 
tions and pious practices. None of these means are, however, the 
rightful property of the Orthodox; hence the fruitful use of the 
means to holiness is merely accidental to this church. Again, we 
must not forget the fact that because of their lack of apostolicity, 
the Orthodox schismatics lack the sacred power of jurisdiction f 
which was conferred on the true Church for the complete devel¬ 
opment of the saints.” Finally, many of these Eastern Churches, 
and particularly the Russian Church, historically handed themselves 
over, bound hand and foot, to the civil government. This slavery, 
until recently, hindered even their natural vigor. From these facts 
it should be clear why the Photian Churches have had a difficult 
time exercising any great sanctifying influence. 

The Protestant Churches are far more destitute of means to 

holiness than the Orthodox. , , 

In doctrine the original Reformers did not simply reduce he 
contents of the Catholic faith: they distorted it. MongwUhthe 
doctrines they retained correctly, they blended a creature o£ 
other Catholic teachings and introduced some new doemnes which 
were peculiarly their own creation. Among these caricatured teach¬ 
ings and newly-minted ones, some were completely contrary to 


i c iipcf books to appear about the famous Cath- 

° Oddly enough one of *? p r o t estant womanRuth Cranston, The Miracle 
olic shrine of ‘ Xell documented study by an on-the-spot observer 

of Lourdes (1955). It is a , of the genuineness of many of these 

Miss Cranston seems qu | here is t hat the miracles occur at a Catholic 
miracles What is oi cP^otographed miracle in history took place in recent 
SeTat P &* e stoe.« P p.cture, and-articie in Le Match (Septem- 

beF 't sfel'booe, p. 189, footnote f. 
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holiness. For example, justification by faith alone, 9 the 
ness of good works, denial of free will, the impossibility 0 f U ^ eless ' 
justification,! and so forth. Since all these doctrines ente° i°! ing 
the one system, the original doctrine of Protestantism ^} mt ° 
strictly be called unholy , in accord with the axiom: a thin^ 
morally good only if completely good; bad if even nn!T- S i. 1S 
defective. Partially 

The institutions and laws of the original Protestants did littl 
to promote holiness in a positive fashion. They rejected most ofth* 
sacraments. They had a special loathing for the sacrament of 
penance. This sacrament, even if one considered it merely psycho 
logically (i.e., prescinding from the grace it produces by the very 
working of the sacrament), is a powerful remedy for controlling 
vicious tendencies and promoting sound morality. 20 

Early Protestants also outlawed nearly all religious rites and 
ceremonies in their search for a purely spiritual religion. They for¬ 
got that man is an organic unity of body and soul; and not to be 
conceived as a soul inside a body. Consequently they failed to see 
the importance of religious rites and ceremonies which act like 
visual aids in stimulating men’s minds to a consideration of spiritual 

and* roof w- UrCh f 13 ?, ?™ yS ? tressed that faith is “the beginning, 

8) but it never Ieanf^ holiness (Council of Trent, Session 6, chap, 

needed for howi ff ° ^elusion that nothing but faith is 

*ee7wl tC \ agree with the A P 0S tk James that: You 

the body JtlX t t edS n< a ? d n0t m f relv hlJ faitk ■ ■ • Renll 'J’ i list 03 
(Jam 2-24-26) If i U *f,}^ e ^ ess> so a ^° f ait h without deeds is lifeless. 

ma " is iustified b ' 

process caUed 5 ]^^^^ h^S^end™ 3 ^-^ ^ * eaUy wiped ° Ut by 1116 
the Reformers a man’c d W rendered innocent internally. According to 

cloaked bT t^ m^rUs of ChnT wiped 0ut = they were 

covered over by T Wely wW bl^t W3y 3 "**»** heap might be 
Reformation premise of^ purely added t0 the general 

sion that a man once justified wac c J^ftxfieatKMi his own special conclu- 
that a man once justified can Wrf )UStlfi . ed fore ver. Catholic doctrine teaches 
In other words the grace of iusHfir^ff S1I ? ne , r again through his own bad will, 
vmtoic doo^e '° SaWe ^ ^ Cal- 

M of you, that you moy not Lccumb to ■■ Keep awake and prav ‘ 

and useless. So, too, would he p tem Vtation would be unnecessary 
landing firm, should beware lest he /a//VS-" 8 ! whoever believes he is 
summed up in these words of the CouneilnfT ° ?° C £i ne on this matter 1S 
man who has once been justified cnnn n > • ^ ent: if anyone says that a 
quently that he who does slin and ci Sm again ° r lose grace, and conse- 
anathema” (DB, 833, 837). P d S never reall y justified, let him be 
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and divine realities. With the advent of modem psychology, how¬ 
ever, modern Protestants have begun to appreciate more and more 
man s need for tangible realities to help him in the practice of 
religion. That is why many of their present-day churches are 
beginning to exhibit beauty and color, stained glass windows, 
statues, and, even occasionally, altars. Such items would have filled 
many of their forebears with horror. 

The original Protestants did away with religious orders and 
congregations—those specialized schools for the pursuit of holiness. 

In fact, until quite recent times Protestants did not much bother 
to see that the very ministers of God’s word received special train¬ 
ing in spirituality. By abrogating the law of celibacy, they sub¬ 
jected their ministers to all the worries and distractions of worldly 
life. Finally Protestants, early or modem, have very few disciplin¬ 
ary laws that govern the worship that is to be offered to God, and 
practically none that foster penance or mortification. 

The one means to stimulate holiness retained by Protestants, 
early and modem, is the Bible. Many of them are faithful and 
devout readers of the Scriptures and there can be no doubt that a 
reverent reading of God’s word does much to stimulate many 
Protestants to lead upright and exemplary lives. 0 

Proposition 2. The Roman Catholic Church possesses the mark 144 
of holiness. 

Before we offer direct proofs, here are two general indications 
which testify at least indirectly to the Church’s holiness. 


Preliminary Suasions 

1. Christ prophesied that His Church would be hated by the 
world; hated precisely because, under the life-giving impulse of the 
Holy Spirit, it would not belong to this world: 


. we do r m 'Jses 

harm than good. refer to here are good, normal people 
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*7/ the world hates you, bear in mind that it has Jiated 
If you were children of the world, the world would cl u™' 
own flesh and blaod. But you are not children of the w ] r J ' tS 
the contrary, 1 have singled you out from the world andtl ° U 
fore the world hates you. Remember what 1 told yowc *1 
is not better than his master. If they persecuted me tfusum 
persecute you also; if they treasure my teaching then i,Ml* mi 
ure yours also . n —John 15:18-20; see Matt. 24:9. * reas ' 

Now it is a strange as well as a notorious fact that of all th 
Christian societies none experiences this hatred of the world 6 
strongly as the Catholic Church. Something further it is the o 1° 
Church which is continuously attacked by that amorphous multf 
tude which nses age after age under the leadership of evil men 
By their very persecutions, then, the children of this world identify 
that Church which is vivified by the Spirit of Christ 28 

2. Another general indication of its holiness is found in the 
history of conversions.” It frequently happens that some of the 

rL b r‘r? f0 ^" d T °, ther Christian sociehes become converted 

mnH n° bC C ”e rch 14 is quite clear that ^ people are not 
motivated b y any hope of worldly advantage; they do not enter 

t0 gro ' v wealthy, or to embrace an easier moral code, 
fact they usually have to make painful sacrifices to gain the 
treasure hidden in the field of the Church 0 

r hat r C . athoIiC ' because of the Pressure of his 
Cathohc l t Pamful sacrifice to himself, ever joined a non- 
united to Cndp'wk . n ** 1 , ) Jecome holier, purer, more intimately 
to the Church? Wh ' at ^°‘ c ’ on his deathbed, ever said goodbye 

Tver haunted b^h ^ Wh ° Was both cha ^e and p.ous was 
society midit ^ he f tb ° l '! ght ‘ hat P erha P s *»» other Christian 
£Tj* dhe e n P Cthf 6 1° tHe Cath ° lic Church ? The nonnal 

by either wounded pride^ho^™. Church they are P rorn P tcd 
vancement- or abovp all’ P * busin ess, social or political ad- 

purify. What accounts for ST ^ StrUggle ° Ver 
tefdese^dHto and'atT da -“e who have 

Rondd Knox, Claire Booth Luce RabbT°7 n S . t0P i es , of Newman, Chesterton, 
ain will indicate something of the nainf l° Stern and Jacques Mari- 

verts entering the Church. Plmful sa crifices normaUy made by con- 
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Enough for preliminary observations and suasions. Now the 
direct proofs for the Church’s holiness need to be examined. 


Proof: 


1. The Catholic Church possesses many means to holiness which ] 45 
it ceaselessly dispenses and uses. 

a. Its doctrine not only does not run counter to norms of holi¬ 
ness, but it embraces in their entirety the gospel ideals, including 
the evangelical counsels of poverty, chastity, and obedience. This 
extremely holy doctrine, the Church, with both apostolic liberty 
and authority, inculcates in all men by tireless teaching. It adapts 
that same holy doctrine to the comprehension and needs of every 
age-level—from childhood to mature manhood. 

b. The Church has many disciplinary laws by which it con¬ 
stantly and earnestly instructs men in the keeping of divine laws. 
Think of its commandments governing the hearing of Mass, Sunday 
rest, the reception of the sacraments; its laws on fast and abstinence, 
on marriages and particularly on mixed marriages; its laws about 
religious education; its prohibition of membership in subversive 
societies; its index of forbidden books; its moral guidance in the 
matter of entertainment and so forth . 0 

c. The Church is rich in institutions that are powerful stimulants 
to holiness. Think particularly of the seven sacraments which link 
the main events of human life with religion, and irradiate a man’s 
entire life with a religious aura . 28 Think, too, of the various re¬ 
ligious devotions: missions, retreats. Forty Hours devotions, nove- 
nas, jubilees. Think of the confraternities and societies: the St. 
Vincent de Paul Society, the Holy Name Society, Ladies Sodalities, 
Altar boy Societies, Catechetical Organizations, Cana Conferences, 
Legion of Mary and a host of other societies which the Church 
uses to stimulate and strengthen the spirit of religion and fraternal 


0 The last two items often infuriate non-Catholic Americans who view such 
legislation as an infringement of personal liberty. It is one thing to protest 
against the classification of a particular book or stage show or movie as 
immoral, or dangerous to faith; it is quite another matter to pro est .n prin¬ 
ciple against any such classification as subversive of personal liberty The 
latter viewpoint is taken by those who confuse hberty with hcense. Liberty 
is a very precious thing, but it is not an absolute; it carries with * corres¬ 
ponding social obligations. Any rightly ordered society has laws for the com¬ 
mon good; and such laws for the common good necessarily place lun.ts to 
the rights of individuals. The Church too, as a genuine society has its Laws 
to safeguard the spiritual common good of all its children. 
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charity. Think of what seminaries and the law of celibacy contribute 
to the sanctification of its clergy. Think, finally, of that mighty 
array of religious orders and congregations (Benedictines, Carme¬ 
lites, Cistercians, Dominicans, Franciscans, Jesuits, Maryknoll 
Fathers, Vincentians, Trappists, and so forth) with which the 
Church fosters the observance of the evangelical counsels. 

The Catholic Church has never, like a miser, concealed those 
talents which it received from its Founder—doctrine, sacraments 
authority-in a napkin, nor buried them in the ground.® Heaven 
forbid! It uses those talents with vast ingenuity to irrigate the dry 
souls of the faithful with the living waters of sanctity. It battles 
courageously to be a ferment in all walks of human life: it pervades 
domestic, social, and political life and tries to sanctify them all . 29 


Corollary 

Bad Catholics versus the Church’s holiness. 

If, in spite of the holiness of the doctrine, laws, and institutions 
of the Church, one encounters individual Catholics, clerical or lay, 
who are perverted or evil, any fair-minded man can see that their 
evilness results not from following, but from betraying, Catholic 
prmciptes. U ls Judas, not Christ, whom we blame for the betrayal; 

tZ b f ir " *° blame ,he Church to bad 

r* 0 °, me of lts children. Bad Catholics refuse to follow 

Md 2 .ro to Pr ° P0Sed by thc Church: foey disobey its laws 

found to the e cr a ^ S *° T Uty ° fferS them ' In short - siooers 
w “ . C , hurch ar e there only accidentally.f 

when thev "h'* St j\“®' lstine said to the Manicheans 


dering the Catholi^Church 3 ] ^ °u gb j at least to cease slan ' 
°f men whom the Church itsdf con J denouncin 8 the moraJs 
stantly strives to corral wlk J and whom if con - 

undergo a change of heart and n chlldren - F °r if any of them 
they regain by repentance what by Gods grace ’ 

any of them continue in their old ^51 ^ 0St by sin> And if 
. See Chri , ^ ^ With wicked, 

ri?i^ Matth - 25:14-30 

no^by^ bel ° ng f t0 he ° r > ^ason^l^s" 01 With ° Ut sinners > * is 
The Wisdom of FoT[WestS^ Kti 
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or even auu 


:-„ 2 , 7 ones, they may indeed 

be allowed to remain in God s field and to grow side by side 
with the good wheat-but the time for separating the tores 
[from the wheat] will [finally] come.® 


2. The Church produces an abundant harvest of holiness. We 
shall not discuss here the millions of Catholics in every state of 
life who, with strong courage and ceaseless struggle, maintain the 
ordinary level of holiness. This is something noble in itself-in fact, 
quite wonderful. But, as was mentioned above, ordinary holiness 
is not suitable to act as a mark of the Church. What interests us 
here is that the Catholic Church glitters with heroic holiness. 
This is clear from: 

a. The vast number of those who are consecrated to the state 
of perfection and spend their entire lives worshiping God and 
serving their neighbor. No one drafts this huge army of heroic men 
and women: they rise spontaneously generation after generation. 
How many over the centuries choose that glorious type of life 
and persist in it may be gauged in some degree by the following 
statistical table for 1954 covering simply the priests and brothers 
of religious orders throughout the world: f 


1. Jesuits . 

2. Franciscans (Friars Minor) 

3. Salesians . 

4. Christian Brothers . 

5. Franciscans (Capuchins) .. 

6. Benedictines . 

7. Dominicans . 

8 . Marist Brothers . 

9. Redemptorists . 

10. Oblates of Mary Immaculate. 

11. Vincentians . 

12. Holy Ghost Fathers . 

13. Divine Word Missionaries... 

14. Franciscans (Conventuals) .. 

15. Augustinians . 

16. Passionists . 


32,008 

25,438 

17,356 

14,832 

14,198 

11,100 

8,543 

8,050 

7,819 

6,264 

5,096 

4.500 
4,287 
3,650 
3,565 

3.500 


• De moribus ecclesiae catholicae i. 34. 76. (ML 32: 1342). 'Hiis treatise 
was written in 388 not long after Augustine became converted to Catholi^ 
All of it is worth reading. A fair Snel.ab tra==tajonean bo found in Basic 
Writings of St. Augustine (New York, 19 *f ® 319 ^ 7 - 
t See The Notional Catholic Almanac (1956), p. 430-1. 
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17. Discalced Carmelites . 3,433 

18. Trappists . 3,420 

19. White Fathers . 3,020 

20. Missionaries of the Sacred Heart. 2,916 

21. Claretians . 2,800 

22. Marianists . 2,600 

23. Brothers of the Sacred Heart. 2,568 

24. Fathers of the Sacred Heart. 2,530 

25. Piarists . 2,300 

26. Holy Cross Fathers. 2,246 

27. Christian Brothers of Ireland. 2,226 

28. La Mennais Brothers . 2,200 

29. Carmelites . 2,187 

30. Hospitallers of St. John of God. 2,149 

31. Presentation Brothers . 1 915 

32. Marists . 1 88 Q 


33. Assumptionists . 

34. Sons of Divine Providence. 

35. Pallottines . 

36. Scheut Fathers . 

37. Viatorians . 

38. Fathers of the Sacred Hearts 

(Picpus Fathers) . 

39. Cistercians . 

40. Premonstratensians . ’ ’ 

41. Brothers of Charity. 

42. Servites . 

43. Brothers of Christian instruction 

44. African Mission Fathers.. . 

45. Montfort Fathers _ 

46. Blessed Sacrament Fathers’! 

4 1 . Camillians . 

48. Salvatorians . 

49. Augustinian Recollects. 

50. Verona Fathers .* . 

Communities under 1,000 members. 
Total male religious 


. 1,880 
. 1,766 
. 1,750 
. 1,658 

. 1,650 

. 1,634 

. 1,600 
. 1,551 

. 1,548 
. 1,511 
. 1,450 

. 1,437 

. 1,427 

. 1,250 
. 1,107 

• 1,076 
. 1,009 
. 1,005 

. -34,568 
271,482 


sisters whose*Mtorgroupstr d e e too P n rhaP3 S ° me 400 000 reIi B ioi,s 
. A Ust of .. . ° are *°° nUmero ^ to enumerate here.' 

ta The WBtonol ***» U.S.A. covers 20 pages 
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And although they are not bound by the three religious vows, 
to this number of heroic servants of Christ should be added 256,152 
diocesan or secular priests (The National Catholic Almanac, 
p. 431) whose lives are expressly dedicated to ministering to the 
spiritual needs of the laity in parish life. Their way of life, though 
not canonically classified as a “state” of perfection actually demands 
a high degree of personal sanctity or perfection if they are to fulfill 
their sublime calling in a fitting fashion. 

b. From the vast number of genuine saints the Church con¬ 
tinually produces. No one can compute the exact number of men 
and women saints the Catholic Church has brought forth from 
apostolic times until the present day.* Something of the vastness 
and continuousness of that production is witnessed by the \far- 
tijrology, and by that huge, scholarly collection of the Bollandists, 
the Acta Sanctorum. 30 The recently revised (1956) edition of But¬ 
ler’s Lives of the Saints contains some 2500 entries. There is hardly 
a nation in which Catholicism flourishes, or formerly flourished—in 
fact, hardly a diocese—which does not have its own saints. 

We adduce one fact, merely as a sample of many other facts 
the like of which can be found nowhere in the world, save in the 
Catholic Church. The Church possesses, as a normal part of its life, 
public legislation (CIC, nos. 1999-2141) and standard tribunals 
to examine the cases for the servants of God whose sanctity is 
proposed for official recognition. These tribunals act with such 
accuracy and strictness that, even though they discuss cases of 
canonization publicly, no learned man has ever protested their 
decisions. Despite their severity, it is by no means a rare event for 
these tribunals to hand down a decision raising some servant of 


• The canonization of St. Ulrich in the year 993 by John XV is the first 
instance of papal canonization. Since that time, there have been about 250 
solemn proclamations of sainthood (The National Cat ic manac, * 

pp. 272-3). These statistics on papal canonizations, of course, give us no 
information about the vast number of saints who lived during the IB st 1^0 
years of the Church’s history. The simple fact that thousands of unnamed 
people suffered martyrdom for the faith during the Roman pmiMs of the 
first three centuries should be enough to help us undertand 
sible to have mathematical precision in this njttaJTbe ridst^dv of Se 
fact that, at a conservative estimate (see Times report on the study of the 
“efficiency” of the Catholic Church by the Anglican managerial expert. Martin- 
dell vol 67 [January 30, 1956], 39-40), at least some 5 billion people have 
been baptSed J ?nto^e Roman Catholic Church over its long history should 
point out the staggering difficulties confronting anyone who naively hopes to 
computed to the decimal point, the incidence of sanctity over the contones. 
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God to die honor of the altar. Since the start of the nincteentl 
century, more than 400 people have been declared blessed and 
more than a hundred declared saints. 

This harvest of heroic sanctity has not ceased even in modern 
times. For example, the following illustrious confessors have been 
declared venerable: Vincent Pallotti, priest (d. 1850); Francis 
Liebermann, a Jewish convert (d. 1852); Father Peter Donders 
C.SS.R., (d. 1887); and Father Damien “die Leper” (Damien de 
Veuster, d. 1889). The following have been canonized saints: John 
Baptist Vianney, “die cur 6 of Ars” (d. 1859); Gabriel of the Sor¬ 
rowful Virgin (d. 1862); John Bosco (d. 1888); Tluhese of the 
Child Jesus (d. 1897); Gemma Galgani (d. 1903); Pius X 
(d. 1914); Frances (Mother) Cabrini (d. 1917). 

An impressive number of martyrs underwent death to spread 
the faith in barbaric regions, as attested in Mission Annals. To 
these should be added the martyrs of Poland, Siberia, Mexico, and 
Russia whose deaths were brought about by persecution, hunger 
and cold during the earlier stages of Marxist world revolution. In 
addition to the current, well-publicized cases of Cardinal Mind- 
szenty, Archbishop Stepinac, and Cardinal Wyszynski, literally 
hundreds of heroic priests, nuns, and laymen are at present 
suffermg imprisonment for the faith in Iron Curtain countries, 
lneur dry martyrdom is, perhaps, even more difficult than that 

Ot actual PYPrilHrm 


and fcf/fW ^ 0ry ° f th f Cath0lic Church a li « le more deeply 
4 a, tit . nu °"I y PTOduCed satots every century, but 
wo 4 r‘ y „ „ r Ch u Which bel0nSS 10 the «**■ I" other 
Chuth hi bLT y ‘ he W ° rks of its saints d ' a ‘ ^e Catholic 

4 a hun^d dZIT ' C0 "l° lidated - defended - a " d -PPOrted 

very beginnine ith T' Th °, Se who P lanted *e Church in the 
late plS ?, i ir-d ? * rSt ChriStian bish °P s > and ""ho 

face, and mS r nW * ! f Augustine, Patrick, Boni- 

for the mos^part saints Cirri' XaVier ’ and s ° f«*h) were 

heresies? Who defended most^ " dl ° t0 °h ‘he lead in refuting 
against the assaults of seculn porously the Church’s liberty 
religious orders? Who developed 0 *!’ Wh ° founded ‘he great 
structed the Church’s worship and^r^ 6 a° f theology ' 
spmt of religion and nietv wlion • ’ an< ^ w ^° revived its 

Was it not before all others the ^ ireatened to collapse? 

others the saints themselves? It is Christ 
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Himself, of course, who builds and ornaments His Church: He is 
the Head of His Mystical Body-7 am the vine, you are the 
branches .” Small wonder, then, if He uses as His principal instru¬ 
ments the people who are most imbued with His spirit. Christ is 
the perfect model of utterly sublime holiness and He is the Head 
of the Church; what wonder, then, if He makes the saints, as it 
were, the very bones of His body? 

c. The Catholic Church, finally, sparkles with the holiness of 147 
charisms. That miracles have never ceased to occur in the Catholic 
Church, even in the blackest periods of its history, is plain from 
the very decrees of beatification and canonization. Since the time 
of Urban VIII (1625), with the exception of some martyrs, no one 
is beatified until it has been conclusively established that at least 
two miracles have occurred through his intervention. And no one 
is canonized until two more irrefutable # miracles have been proven. 
Finally, it is no secret how many miraculous cures occur even to 
the present day at the shrine of Lourdes in France.! 


Scholion. On Temporal Prosperity. 


In discussing the mark of holiness, strange as it may seem, non- 
Catholics often introduce the subject of the influence of the true 
religion in promoting prosperity, and the alleged superiority of 
Protestant nations in this regard. In so complex a question—since 
this is not a dissertation on economics—one can only indicate a 
few points which may help save confusion. It is one thing to 
inquire about genuine happiness in this life; and quite another 
matter to inquire about temporal prosperity in the sense of an 
abundance of material comforts. 

1. The real source of earthly happiness does not depend either 
uniquely, or principally, on material goods or secular culture. It 
depends much more on the soul’s moral dispositions, on what is 
currently termed, “peace of mind." America, for example, which 
is the world’s wealthiest nation, has seen in the past 10 years a 
perfect rash of best sellers designed to help unhappy people find 


° A Mr ^ir^e^workecM^beha^o^^te ^rrdtb Through 

fUe “LIS 

tep“? te evi^J&cal miracles, be, even more impressed by 
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such interior peace. Many people who struggle hard for their daily 
bread and who are not possessed of much secular culture, f re . 
quently seem to lead happier lives than others who are quite 
wealthy and highly cultured. We do not deny in the least that 
worldly goods, both of body and mind, can contribute to happiness 
in this life; but we do maintain that nothing contributes so much 
to this life’s happiness as does the following of the true religion 
and the serious pursuit of and progress in moral goodness. Hap¬ 
piness and real holiness go hand in hand; so much so that it has 
become a truism: "a saint who is sad, makes a sad sort of saint.” 
That is why there is no doubt at all that Catholic men who strive 
to live up to the rules of their religion—all else being equal—even 
in this life enjoy far greater happiness than other men. This is true 
not only of individuals but of nations. But please note the restric¬ 
tive clause: all else being equal. 

2. Temporal prosperity considered strictly as such, i.e., as dis¬ 
tinct from morality, may be summed up in the following points: 
a plentiful supply of material goods, intellectual cultivation of 
native talents, political peace, and political power. Now, these 
things, even though they can receive an indirect stimulus from 
religion, do not directly or necessarily depend upon religion. They 
depend on other and purely natural causes-causes which are quite 
varied and complex. Thus it is ridiculous to try to use such things 
as criteria for solving questions about the truth or holiness of any 
religion Passing over the question of purely material goods, the 
arts and sciences flourished widely in ancient Greece; the Roman 

Lh ' tT g * he T ° f * he Em P erors . enjoyed complete dom- 
“ n ^°“ P th ? entl ' e known wor,d - May we then conclude that the 
side of rt.Tl' 7 n °T" rdigions were so excellent? On the other 
worshin H ., e ^ Cr ’ ur ! n S Testament times the Jews alone 

the n°u’, yet ®* Sa ™ e Mme they were far be,ow 

culture and noO , Babylon,a " s by standards of wealth, secular 
! T"' ? hr | St Himsdf was P° OT - He worked 
therefore. His religion is‘untS'''’"' 1 ViUage ' Sha " WC conclude: 

influence on 

Esse 

favor the production of material weT^ ^om "^^owT 
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But there is no doubt at all that Catholicism by its teachings on 
the necessity of good works, does more to foster the equitable 
distribution of material goods.® Again, one might concede that 
Protestantism by its principle of private judgment (this is even 
truer of Rationalism) does perhaps give more stimulus to investi¬ 
gations in the field of the physical sciences.! At the same time, 
however, that very same principle has produced the giddiest sort 
of errors in some sciences, particularly the philosophical. Catholi¬ 
cism is definitely more favorable to the development of the arts. 
Catholicism by its very nature strikingly promotes political tran¬ 
quility (i.e., in principle). The fact that some so-called “Catholic 
nations” have been split into multitudinous factions in recent 
times stems, not from Catholicism, but from principles which are 
diametrically opposed to the principles of the Catholic religion; 
namely, Rationalism and a spirit of rebellion. Rationalism and a 
spirit of rebellion were the genuine offspring of early Protestantism; 
and it is precisely these principles which agitate political matters 
in the very nations alluded to. As a matter of fact, few would 
maintain that modern France, Italy, Spain and so forth are Catholic 
insofar as they are political units. Certainly, during the early years 
of the twentieth century, it was quite clear that the governments 
and ruling classes in those nations were not animated by Catholic 
principles. In more recent days, the advent of men like Adenauer 
or De Gasperi has witnessed the attempt to infiltrate the political 
arena with Christian, rather than rationalist principles. 

As for political superiority, the modem world has tasted bitterly 
the fact that it is often not the result of moral goodness, but of 
military might and injustice. Can anyone forget Hider’s Germany, 
Stalin’s Russia, or Chou En-lais Red China? , 

For these and other reasons, which this is definitely not the 
place to discuss in detail, the temporal superiority someProtes- 
tant nations, when it is genuinely present should not be attributed 
to Protestantism as such, but to altogether different factors; just 


• That is, Catholicism V * "STS'JZX 
& <S *;rXrAy a«Wcs »ho disregard the Church's leaching 

an d W little care for the by j uHan Pleasants, “Catholics 
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as the collapse of some Catholic nations is due not to their 
religion, but either to their abandoning Catholic principles, or to 
various causes in the purely natural order . 81 

Finally, the tremendous good various nations, and particularly 
European nations, owe to the influence of the Catholic Church 
is a fact that educated Protestants admit . 32 


149 Conclusion 

1 . It has been proven that the Roman Catholic Church alone 
is that Church which “God founded through His only begotten 
Son, and endowed with obvious marks of its [divine] origin .” 33 
Actually, the Catholic Church does stand out with obvious marks. 
Those who have even a fair amount of education realize that it is 
far more ancient than all the other Christian societies; and that 
it is like a mighty tree whose lopped off branches these societies 
are. Finally, it is almost impossible for anyone to live long among 
good Catholics and not to glimpse at least some manifestation of 
the holiness of the Catholic Church. Who, for example, among our 
non-Cathohc countrymen does not realize that Catholic priests 
usually exhibit a strikingly different care for the sick and dying 

unH^ 0 teSt ^^ te fV eVen th ° Ugh many of the latter are fine, 
] V u C1 ° f them has never marve led at the modesty, 

aST l I , f ty exhibi , ted t0 the sick by our hos P ital nu ™' 

f ° r moving tribute in his 


wards SX taSffi 'a ben r° lenCe Seen “ crowded 

among the most efficient ^never Sew ^‘ h ° Iic 3isters were 
what was the n amo n f vl • , r , ew w hence they came or 

have ever seen in art ^^th^nkh^ than anythin S 1 

modest sisters, going on their errnS ^ ^ remain of those 
fering and the dyin| Gentle ? ds ° f i merCy amon S the suf ' 
of soldiers leading a forlorn hoi^ 01 ?^ y ’ yet wit ^ coura g e 
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In a word, nearly all of them are struck and amazed by at least 
some one ray of Catholic truth. 

2. Why is it, then, that many of them-whose sincerity can not 
be doubted—fail to arrive at an acknowledgment of the truth? 
Because the light shines in the darkness, and the darkness does 
not lay hold of it; because, that is to say, they are enveloped by 
so many and such great prejudices that a suspicion that the Cath¬ 
olic Church is the true and only Church of Christ can hardly arise 
in their minds. Such prejudices, it seems, can be dispelled from 
their minds only very gradually, and without their being conscious 
of the fact. But those prejudices vanish the more quickly, the more 
Catholics, both in their private and public fives, unconsciously ex¬ 
hibit religion, charity, and tranquility. They vanish the more 
quickly, the more priests are resplendent with moderation, chastity, 
devotedness, and a prudent but tireless zeal. Those prejudices van¬ 
ish more quickly, the more diligently and fully Catholic doctrine 
is explained in both oral instruction and popular writing; ° and 
above all, the more frequently and fervently all Catholics pour 
forth prayers to the Father of Lights to snatch away the veil that 
covers the hearts of those in error. 

0 See, for example, the excellent little series of pamphlets issued by the 
Knights of Columbus and designed solely to refute the caricatures of Catholic 
doctrine so often accepted in all innocence by non-Catholics as genuine 
Catholic doctrine. 


Notes 

1. The following observation made by J. de Maistre remains true today: 
“If Protestantism always bears the same name, no matter how immensely 
varied its creed may be, the reason is that its name is something purely nega¬ 
tive and does not signify anything else but a rejection of Catholicism. The 
less it shall believe and the more it shall protest, so much the more will tt 
true to itself: its name becoming truer day by day” (Du Pape, IV, 5). 

2. For a good historical sketch of all these churches see Algennissen. 
op cit pp 764-880. For a very brief, but accurate and sympathetic sketch 
of the same matter see George H. Tavard, The Catholic Approach to Protes¬ 
tantism (New York, 1955). Tavard, in attempting to give a logical groupmg 
of multitudinous Protestant “sects” which differ radically from classical Pro¬ 
testantism, classifies them into three categories: pietist, millenary and gnostic 
sects. The last named category ( gnostic) includes such groups as Jehovah’ 
Witnesses, Christian Scientists, and Mormons It is a mistake to classify such 
groups as “Protestant." Strictly speaking, they are non-Chnstian religions 
(op. ett p. 43-44). 
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8. See American Encyclopedia, article, "Lutheranism.” 

4. Tanquerey, Synopsis theologiae dogmaticae, "De ecclesia,” no. 10 
For a good summary of the original doctrinal tenets of early ProtestantisnT 
see Algermisscn, op. cit., p. 892-935. For a survey of the development and* 
changes in original Reformation doctrines up to and into the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury, see ibid., p. 936-80. For a brief sketch of present-day Protestant theologJ 
see Gustave Weigel, S.J., Survey of Protestant Theology in Our Day (West¬ 
minster, Md., 1953); George H. Tavard, op. cit., p. 45-56. 

5. See Algermissen, op. cit., p. 792-96. 

6. See Tavard’s neat delineation of this point, op. cit., p. 27-8. 

7. See Volume VIII, Christ’s Sacraments, part 1, no. 270. 

8. Ibid., no. 271. 


9. See Algermissen, op. cit., p. 794; Tavard, op. cit., p. 28. 

10 . The first figure is that of the Encyclopedia Brittanica; cf. Information 
Please Almanac (1957), p. 447. The second is that of the "CSMC World 
Mission Map, 1956”; cf. National Catholic Almanac (1957), p. 332 and 343. 

11. So Baur: Argumenta contra orientalem ecclesiam, p. 15 ; see also 
Kirchcnlexikon under the entry, Russen, X, 1396. 

iooe 2 ^ aUr ’ ^° C ' Cit ’’ P ’ 3; SCe *- ,r c/ienZexikon, under the entry. Mission, VIII 
1635.—Algermissen finds the explanation for this lack of missionary effort in 
‘ vie " of Cl “'^ "The wholly insufficient missionary activity 

of the Orthodox Church is mtunately connected with its extravagantly mystical 
° f the . Church *, as Bu, 8ok°w plainly states: ‘The Orthodox Church places 
I pe D ,° u p0n . human efforts and not upon the missionary efforts of its 

ChTrch r and U / iT* ** UP ° n the Spirit of God wh o abides in the 

Church and leads her to unity’” (op. cit., p. 641). 

Chl 5 S n^ fC Jf“ 0n ’ Under the entry ’ Motion, VIII, 1610-35; P. 
Charles, L activity missionaire protestante,” NRT (1932) n. 324 

this subject- e s a h into fUl t0 add * testimonies h V non-Catholic authors on 
1880: ’ 3 PaSt ° r ° f the Reformed Church, wrote in the year 
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missionary work were in fact thrown away, and further that these people 
have, by reason of their political agitation, been more of a hindrance than 
a help. 

Emin Pacha wrote in the year 1890: 

There is a peculiar contrast between the Catholic and Protestant (English) 
missions here in East Africa. In the case of the former, there is a lack of 
means and of personnel, in fact real need; in the case of the latter, abun¬ 
dance of money and men, in fact, overabundance. In the case of the 
former, hard work and earnest striving to educate their pupils in useful, 
purposeful living; in the case of the latter, psalm-singing, and the eye¬ 
rolling of complacent self-sufficiency. Much might be said on this subject. 
Dr. Peters, after visiting the missions in Uganda wrote in the year 1890: 
“What I have seen of English (Protestant) installations falls far short of the 
French (Catholic) in every respect.” 

Scavenus, a Dane, after visiting the Negro missions in East Africa wrote 
in the year 1894: 

Here in Tanga there is a German Protestant mission; in Usambona there 
are two English missionaries; none of these stations can point to any 
result worth mentioning. ... In this connection one cannot help compar¬ 
ing the invariably ineffectual Protestant missionaries and the Catholic 
missionaries, who are making ever greater conquests. 


Von Bulow, around the year 1884, wrote as follows about the missions in 


the islands of Samoa: 

Further, it is a fact that the missionaries of the Protestant sects are con¬ 
cerned first of all with furnishing living quarters for the missionary before 
they even think about building a church. In this they are in direct contrast 
to the Catholic priests, who build first a beautiful and substantial church 
before they give any thought to their own comfort. In the later instance 
we have devotion to one’s calling, and in the former, desire for gain and 
easy living. But if one now asks whether the life of the Protestant natives 
has already taken on a Christian hue-the answer to this must be a posi- 


live "No.” 

Senator West in the year 1884 stated in the Congress of the United States: 
I certainly hold no brief for the Jesuits; I was brought up in the sect of 
the Presbyterians, who consider every Jesuit a devil; but ^edare that 
nowhere in North America can be found a single tribe ° 
holds a candle to the Jesuit-civilized Flatheads. In the eleven Protestant 
missions which I visited-and I speak as a Protestant-the missionanes in 
these places were unable to bring the Indians one step forward. 

All the preceding quotations are taken from V. Hammerstein, Das 
tholische Ordenswesen (1896), pp- 145-158. n , 

14. We mean the names as consecrated by common usage: Orienal 
Church, Greek Church, Russian Church, Anglican Luth ^ 

ists. Reformed Church, The Greeks call themselves Orthodox, °* ers to 

be called Evangelical, or Apostolic, yet despite that fact they are called by 
everyone else: Greeks and Protestants. “All the sects have two names: one 
which they give themselves, and the other which other people give them • 
Each one being free, of course, to give itself the name which pleases itsel 
but the big job is to make other people call them by this or that name. 
. . . Dut tne Difc i nnr with a mime by our 
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own authority; and yet there is no real name unless the name is recognized 
or acknowledged" (J. de Maistre, Du Pape, IV, 5.) 

15. Contra epistulam Manichaei quam vocant fundamentl 4. 5. 

16. Augustine De vera religione 7. 12. 

17. See Algermissen, op. cit., p. 560-85. 

18. Ibid., p. 689. 

19. De praescriptione 32.—How keenly Luther himself felt about this lack 
of apostolicity: 

You can rescue a wheel from the wagon and frighten someone that the 
pope and those who boast of being his are the Christian Church. The 
term Sancta Ecclesia alarms one; then they stand up and say: Preach and 
do what you want and as you can, still here is the ecclesia Christiana 
Here is the bark of St. Peter which may indeed flounder on the sea-but 
it will not sink and be drowned; we are the true people of God the Chris 
tian Church; what will you do about it? . . . Then such thoughts as these 
rage in one’s heart: Now I see that I am wrong! Oh that I had not started 
it and had never preached a word ... it is hard to stand here and preach 
against such an excommunication.-Cited in Hettinger, Lehrbuch, 2nd ed 


20. Holding first place among all such rationalistic theories stands the 
explanation of F. Ch. Bauer <d. I860), developed by others (Neander, 
Rod,e R,tschl Pierson and Naber, Verisimllla). According to this theory, the 
Cadrohe Chureh arose about the middle of the second century as an amalgam 
the^wfTnTth Jewish-Christians (justification through the works of 

rl, " Paul,Msm of the Pagan*Christians (justification through 
Ararah STJ fermenting together in the bosom of Joaninism (justification 

tTcuTZ 'Ttl ST* ' he ° ff ° rts °' h “ rs - s “ De 

21. Contra epistulam Manichaei quam vocant fundamentl 4. 5. 

am U„^S?^-- Die , k ^ , '“ hen Glaubenszeu gen in der Verbannung 
p 893 In iW T- ■ mtieT (1889) * P- 103 i also ibid. (1890), 
dargestellt nach*Rml ° f , his b °° k entitled > Rwsischen Christenthum, 

ibe e ml^t^ Chen AUeaben (Paderb ° m ’ 1889 >> is synopsized in 

«*■««■» » a- 

sian peopka crea ion bLr?l ; * ^ the COntrar y> mad « of the Rus- 
Pie, and precisely becan Ju 8 ru re f sembla, ? ce to.any other Christian peo- 
in the surrender to Czirist dpsnnr- S ian ' eccdesiastica l spirit got simply lost 
division of the State Polir p ^ 'r” 1 ’ ^ Tn S and ’ s nodlln 8 other than a 
« the explanation^ of and P ° btical P ur P oses - This 
Church. * Ule thousand-year old rigor mortis of the Russian 

65 ff. : “When ^W^nEeW’ Katholtz ^ lus und Protestantismus (1894), p. 

“said that with the Reform Scha “ Z ’ f poZo 6'' e III [3rd ed.], p. 383), 
courts and universities of the Protect ^ \ T"" barbarism entered the 

whfch ~ 
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Droysen, Roscher, Meitzen, Paulsen, and others.” On this point, in English, 
see the quotations from the original Reformers cited in J. Maritain, Three 
Reformers (New York, n. d.). 

24. Numerous miraculous healings are related of John Serguieff, pop¬ 
ularly known as Father John of Croonstadt, a Russian orthodox priest. The 
facts alleged are not thus far historically established with certitude; yet even 
if they be genuine, they at least prove nothing in favor of the schism, but 
simply in favor of those doctrines and practices which the Russian Church 
has retained from true Christianity. See A. Staerk, Le pdre Jean de Cronstadt. 

25. Voltaire: “The enemies of the Roman Church who have rebelled 
against so salutary an institution [auricular confession] appear to have de¬ 
prived men of the greatest restraint which could be put upon their secret 
crimes.” Marmontel: “There is no better means of preserving the moral purity 
of youth than the practice of monthly confession” (quotations taken from De 
Groot, op. cit., p. 254). 

26. On this point J. de Maistre comments aptly: “No enemy of the faith 
is ever deceived. They all strike in vain because they are battling against God; 
but they all know where to strike” (Du Pape, IV, conclusion). 

27. See A. Rasz, Die Convertierten seit der Reformation, 13 vols., 1866-80. 
In English see the several collections of convert autobiographies edited by 
John C. O’Brien: The Road to Damascus, Where I Found Christ, etc. 

28. Even A. Hamack admits: “It cannot be denied that Catholicism has 
created in its seven sacraments what is pedagogically a very effective and 
impressive institution. . . . No one will be able to deny how useful is this 
collection of seven sacraments which escort one through life ( Lehrbuch der 
Dogmengeschichte, III, p. 462 and 465). 

29. See, for example, P. Pourrat, Christian Spirituality (4 vols., West¬ 
minster, Md., 1953-55); H. Bremond, Histoire litteraire du sentiment 
religieux en France (10 vols., 1929-32). 

30. See also K. Kirsch, Helden des Christentums (12 vols., 1921- ); A. 
Ehrhard, Die Kirche der Mdrtyrer (1932). 

31. Worth reading on this point are: Bougaud, Le Christtamsme et les 
temps presents (6th ed.), IV, 318 ff.; Yves De La Brito, Nations protestantes 
et notions Catholiques (1905); H. Krose, Die Elnfuss der Conform aid 
die SittltchkeU: H. Rost, Die Kulturkraft des Kathohztsmus (1919). h Eng¬ 
lish see Christopher Dawson, The Making of Europe, and 

tore; C. Schniirer, Church and Culture in the Middle Ages, 3 vols. (Paterson. 
N.J., 1957- ). 

M the great mother^,! 

to the eleventh O' ^ song w hich consecrated them to a higher 

sounded over t 1 earthly. The greatest achievement of Catholicism 

rr^estng d-e.opn,en y . of that consistent world-view which tied 
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biblical religious concepts with ancient sciences and philosophy and . 1 

the half-Christian-ascetic, half-pagan-Germanic ideals of life into a cob 

whole which even today forms the basis of European culture and h M 

sway especially over our whole esthetic experience, our world of • ds 

tion! Not only dogma, liturg>', and ecclesiastical organization, but 1 

“here’’ and “hereafter,” our logic and our ethics has Catholicism give 8 S ° 

our system of politics, too, finds its origin therein.-In Prrn^u 

Jahrbiicher (Oct., 1899). E ^chen 

33. Vatican Council, constitution De fide catholica, chap. 3. 
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SECTION II 


The Church Viewed from Inside 
(Dogma) 


Thus far the Church has been discussed mainly 
from a historical and apologetical viewpoint. Since 
it has been completely established in the whole first 
section of this book that the Roman Catholic 
Church is the one true Church of Christ and God, 
and that it enjoys the prerogative of infallibility in 
religious matters, in this second section proof will 
be based not simply on historic evidence, but also 
and especially on the Church’s own infallible 
authority. Briefly, this second section of the book is 
strictly dogmatic theology. 


The matters to be treated are the following: 
1. The Church: the Mystical Body of 


Christ • < ? hapter „ I 

2. The Members of the Church.Chapter II 

3. The Roman Pontiff.Chapter III 

4. The Bishops .™ 

5. Church and State .Chapter V 

6. The Promise of the Primacy Analyzed 

Exegetically .Appendix 
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CHAPTER 


The Church: The Mystical Body of Christ 


I. Introduction: 

The Roman Catholic Church is not merely the embodiment of 

the religion of Christ; it is the very body of Christ. 

Proposition: The Church is the Mystical Body of Christ. 
Proof: 1. our Lord personally promised to establish and 
maintain a unique, intimate union between Him¬ 
self and His members. 

2. St. Paul calls Christ the Head of the Church, and 
the Church the body of Christ. 

3 . the earliest fathers are fond of repeating this doc¬ 
trine in their writings. 

4. the Church’s magisterium. 

II. Explanation of the Analogy 

III. The Term “Mystical Body”: 

Proposition: Sanctifying grace holds first place among the 
supernatural gifts which come down to the 
Church from Christ its Head. 

Proposition: The Holy Spirit is the Soul of this body which 
is the Church. 

Proposition: The soul and the body of the Churc are no 
two Churches, the one invisible and the other 
visible, but together they form one Church 
which is at once visible and endowed with 
interior life. 

Corollary: The Church is a continuation of Christ in the xvorld 
Scholion: The Coextension of the concepts Church and 
“Mystical Body.” 

Special Bibliography 
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150a I. Introduction 

The Roman Catholic Church is not merely the embodiment of 
the religion of Christ; it is, in a very real sense, the body of Christ 
Himself. 1 In a certain very real sense, it is Christ Himself living 
and acting in the world. This doctrine has been a treasured part 
of the deposit of faith right from the beginning. It came from the 
lips of the Master Himself during His earthly ministry. It was the 
hrst truth He revealed to His "vessel of election.” St. Paul nml 


first truth He revealed to His "vessel of election,” St. Paul and he 
m turn expressed it over and over again in his writings. It is to him 
4at we owe *he analogy which best expresses it-the analogy of 
odav as th he J , ° dy - a " d *»“ Church teaches this same 

demands Sr? f MyStical Body ' Unfortunately, the 

attend w f °" , P °' emics forced ecclesiologists to focus 

the Mystical BTdv Tid d V ■ externaI ' iuridical as P ects of 

received scant h’ f " d nch su P ernatural depths of tlie doctrine 
recently when h T’- any ’ ! ^ Situation until quite 

mM ,: subiected ,he noHon *° 
confusion developed on several imnn* . Were " 0t al ' Vays haPPy; 
on June 29 1943 P onp p- ‘ VT T° rtant points - Finally, however, 
Corporis, and save !7 X , H issued the encyclical Mystici 

Of the Church's teaching” 1 3 C ear and aut lmritative explanation 
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PBoeosnrom The Church is the Mystical 
Th^ is proximate to divine faith .• 

the ChmcrTunHe7in b mint7,ate m “ rea " al >' ticall y as follows: 
Christ, its invisible Head Fve .1 tn ^ S9 °luble union with 
Ascension into heaven, rrovfdTd ^Ch ^ imt bef ° re HiS 

* That h- ^ . J . . H ‘ S ChUICh With a visible head. 


Scripture. 


That the Church i s Christ' 

■lure. Tliat it is His mystical body u “i “PhcWy revealed in 

, tUrthw theological precision. 
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the church: the mystical body 

Still He Himself by no means abandoned it, but maintains an invis¬ 
ible union with it and exercises a constant influence on it 


Proof: 

1 . Our Lord personally promised to establish and maintain 
this union. The following eloquent statements are recorded in 
John 6 : 


“I am the bread of life ” (48) . . . “He who eats my flesh and 
drinks my blood is united with me, and I am united with him. 
As the living Father has appointed me his ambassador, and I 
live became of the Father, so, too, he who eats me will have 
life became of me” (57-58). 

Most expressive of all is His figure of the vine and the branches: 


“1 am the real vine, and my Father is the vinedresser.. . . Remain 
united with me, and I will remain united with you. . . . One 
bears abundant fruit only when he and I are mutually united; 
severed from me, you can do nothing. If one does not remain 
united with me, he is simply thrown away like a branch, and 
dries up ” (John 15:1,4-6). 


2. St. Paul informs us of the existence of this bond and of its 
nature as well, when he calls Christ the Head of the Church, and 
the Church the body or fulness (complement) of Christ: 

He has subjected every single thing to his authority and has 
appointed him sovereign head of the Church, which is truly 
body , the complement of him who fills all the members wrth 
all graces (Eph. 1:22-23).* Further, he is the head of his body 
the Church, in that he is the beginning, the first to nse from 
the dead, so that he may have pre-eminence over every area- 
ture. For it pleased Cod the Father that in h.m all fullness 
should dwell, and that through him Cod should reconcile fo 
himself every being, and make peace on earth and in heaven 
through the blood shed on the cross (Col. 1:18-0). 

Jesus had revealed this sublime doctrine to Paul, at least in 
germinal form, on the occasion of the latter s conversion. When He 
asked him "Seoul, Seoul, why do you persecute me? He intonated 
quite cleariy that He considered Himself and His thscples as one. 
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That this revelation left a strong and abiding impression on P i» 
mind is made abundantly clear by the way in which it color » 
his writings and by the way in which it is developed in those ^ * 
writings. In a summary treatment such as this must be 
representative samples will have to suffice: 


For example, just as the body is a unit, although it has ma 
members, and all the members of the body, many though th' J 
are, form but one body, so too is the Christ. In fact, by a sindl 
Spirit all of us, whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free rru>n 
were introduced into the one body through baptism, and were 
all given to drink of a single Spirit The body, I repeat is not 
formed of one but of many members. . . . You are Christ’s bodu 
and individually its members (I Cor. 12:12-14, 27). Rather bu 
professing the truth, let us grow up in every respect in love 
and bring about union with Christ who is the head. The whole 
body is dependent on him. Harmoniously joined and knit to 
gether it derives its energy in the measure each part needs 
only through contact with the source of supply (Eph. 4:15-16). 8 
1 rqowe now in the sufferings I bear for your sake, and what 

of ChrUit 1 mr)pl y in m 'J fl esh f° r 

the benefit of his body, which is the Church (Col. 1:24). 

their writing ^* athers Were f ° nd ° f re P eatin S this doctrine in 
St. Ignatius Martyr: 


kwedthat a o/the'F.f,K the bish °P. «* J«us Christ fob 

*e ApSesf IT aS WOuId 

mandment. Let no one A* ^ ons as y° u would Gods com- 
from the bishop Let tint an . y ? in ® touching the Church, apart 
sidered vaHdwhichk hrfd Cel ^ ra ^ 0n of the Eucharist be con- 
be has committed it WherTthe ^l! )1Sh0P ° r anyone t0 whom 
People be, just as where appears ’ there let * e 

Church fistula ^ Catholic 

share in die dWiif^Tfrof^grecr 15088 ^^ ^ any ° ne to obtain 3 
hidden life in the Church as its ^ rom Christ, who lives a 

life in that body which is composed of**, pnnciple and a visible 
I bea ot the members of the hier- 
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archy. There is in the Church a visible and an invisible unity, just 
as in its divine-human Head. 

Most striking is St. Irenaeus’ theory of recapitulation, according 
to which the entire universe, the whole range of being, is summed 
up in Christ as under one head (see also Eph. 1:10). This summing 
up, this recapitulation, has in view a universal restoration, and 
Christ, the Word, effects this in and through His Church, of which 
He is the Head. The Church is, as it were, Christ continued: 


. . . one Christ Jesus our Lord, who comes by a universal 
dispensation and recapitulates all things in Himself. But in “all 
things” man also is comprised, a creature of God; therefore He 
recapitulates man in Himself. The invisible has become visible, 
the incomprehensible has become comprehensible, and the im¬ 
passible passible; and the Logos has become man, recapitulating 
all things in Himself. Thus, just as He is the first among heav¬ 
enly and spiritual and invisible things, so also is He the first 
among visible and corporal things. He takes the primacy to 
Himself and by making Himself the Head of the Church, He 
will draw all things to Himself at the appointed time .—Adversus 
haereses iii. 16. 6 . 

Where the Church is, there is the Spirit of God; and where the 
Spirit of God is, there is the Church and every kind of grace; 
but the Spirit is truth. Those therefore who do not partake of 
Him are neither nourished in the life from the mother’s breasts, 
nor do they enjoy that most limpid fountain which issues from 
the body of Christ.-Ibid. iii. 24. 1; see also i. 10. 2; iii. 12. 7; 
iii. 36. 7. 


The writings of Tertullian and St. Cyprian are rich on this sub¬ 
ject also, but those of St. Augustine are richest of all. He wrote, for 
example: “A head and a body go to make one man; Christ and 
the Church combine to make one man, a perfect man: He is the 
Groom, she the bride” (Enarrationes in psalmos 18:2.10; see also 
ibid. 101:1,2. 137; 18:2. 10; Tractatus CXXIV in Joannis evangelium 


14; Epistula 23). , _ j t c* u i 

Quite evidently, then, in the minds of our Lord, of St Paul, 
and of ecclesiastical writers from the earliest years,' prachcally the 
same relationship exists between Christ and the Church as between 
a man’s head and the rest of his body. ,. . r . 

A Tl.f Church’s Al/iaisterium. Pius XII, in the Mystict Corports, 
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If we would define and describe this true Church of T 
Christ—which is the One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Rom US 
Church-we shall find no expression more noble, more subli^ 0 
or more Divine than the phrase which calls it “the MvsmUII 
Body of Jesus Christ.”-17. y ucal 


150c II. Explanation of the Analogy 8 

1. A person’s head: (fl) is of the same nature as the rest of his 
members, for it is itself a member of his body; (b) is superior to 
his otlier members in dignity , position, and in the perfection of sen¬ 
sory activity—for it is in the head that all the other senses are 
actively coordinated; (c) is so intrinsically connected with the 
other members as to form with them but one totality. 

In like manner: (a) Christ has the same nature as the members 
of the Church, for He is Head of the Church in His human rather 
than in His divine nature, (b) Christ is superior in dignity to all 
the members of the Church, and this because of the hypostatic 
union of His human nature with the Word. He is superior in posi¬ 
tion seated as He is at the right hand of the Father. He is superior 
m the perfection of supernatural life, because it pleased God the 
Father that in Him all fulness should dwell, and that through Him 
Cod die Father should reconcile to Himself every being (see Col. 
; 19 '- W Chnst ls 550 intimately conjoined with the Church and 
is members as to form with them one totality (see I Cor. 12:27); 

h r a r > . iS r CaUed ChriSt ’ S fulneSS for no reason than 

* ,S \r‘° f extension in time of Christ Himself, and forms 
lew» %C h . °“ e « P erson - y»u ore all one in Christ 

His faithful* 1C w',?, 0 V Scripture sa y s fllat Christ is formed in 
id Uves {ibid - 2:2 °). hungers (Matt. 

S '££L ’ P 7r U,ed ActS 9:4 - 5 > them. The faithful 
finished by Christ t Col °i "cus V** tbeir h ves the work left un- 
without C1 '-h is called "Christ” 

instrument-exerts ^Uvofold 6 ^’ ''' S S °"' using head as an 

(a) aninter^nfiue^e bv *m“ CnCe ** 0ther memberS: 

the members; (b) an external ™i mcat,n g feeling and motion to 
safety of thebodyZuS^eytrd 06 ’ ^ tbe 

its steps and directing its movements » ’ ^ a " d by gU,ding 

n hke manner Chris,-strictly speaking, die Word using His 
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humanity as an instrument ( instrument-urn conjunctum)— exerts a 
twofold influence over His Church; (a) internally, by imparting 
supernatural gifts to people, as Scripture tells us: And of his fullness 
we have all received a share-yes, grace succeeding grace (John 
1:16); ( b ) externally, by governing (teaching and ruling) the 
Church. Of course, He does not visibly exercise this latter function 
of external government, since He is an invisible Head. But He 
does so through visible pastors to whom He has imparted His own 
authority, and, of course, in a special way through die Roman pon¬ 
tiff, who is for this reason called the visible head of the Church. 
Pius XII has given eloquent expression to these truths: 


Because Christ is so exalted. He alone by every right rules and 
governs the Church; and herein is yet another reason why He 
must be likened to a head. . . . 

Moreover, He conferred a triple power on His Apostles and 
their successors, to teach, to govern, to lead men to holiness. 
This triple power, defined by special ordinances, by rights and 
obligations, He made the fundamental law of the whole Church. 
But our Divine Saviour governs and guides His community also 
directly and personally. For it is He who reigns within the 
minds and hearts of men and bends and subjects to His pur¬ 
pose their wills even when rebellious. . . . 

But we must not think that He rules only in a hidden or extra¬ 
ordinary way. On the contrary, our Divine Redeemer also gov¬ 
erns His Mystical Body in a visible way and ordinarily through 
His Vicar on earth. You know. Venerable Brothers, that after 
He had ruled the ‘little flock” Himself during His mortal pfl- 
primage, when about to leave this world and rehim to the 
Father. Christ Our Lord entrusted to the chief of the Apostles 
the visible government of the entire community He had 
founded. lie was all wise; and how could He leave without 
visible head the body of the Church He had founded as 

NoTngainfthis may one argue, that the primacy of jimsdiction 
established in the 

CSf ->’• — 

through him who is His representabve on earth. 

The influence mentioned is exercised by the divinity through 
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the instrumentality of the (conjoined) humanity. It j s qni . 
that God alone is the principal cause of all supernatural 0 
but still Christ’s humanity is an instrumental cause. Consen S ] 
He is Head of the Church not in His divine nature for^t • 
not characteristic of a head to influence a body as the pr' * S 

agent. Even in the case of a human being, the head communS^ 
sense activity to the other members not as the principal cause 
only as the instrument of the soul. If one looks deeper into th* 
matter, one realizes that the supernatural gifts showered on the 
Church come from all three divine Persons together. But sometimes 
they are attributed to the Father, who is the source of all good 
sometimes to the Word or to Christ as God, in view of the h ypo ’ 
static union, and sometimes-in fact, most often-to the Holy Spirit* 
to whom acts of love are more particularly appropriated. They are 
even said to come down to the members of the Church from the 
Holy Spirit through Christ (as man). And there is nothing surpris¬ 
ing m this, for that very fulness of grace which is Christ’s is 
commonly attributed to His anointing by the Holy Spirit . 12 
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III. The Term “Mystical Body” 13 

It must be remarked at the outset that the term "Mystical 
Z 7 15 an “ al °»'- the expression of a truth based not on the 
on rf a ve‘ d Tru ^ *T anaIo S ues or terms of comparison, but 
nression of ’ 63 1 lkeDeS !i be m een them “ 11 is > nonetheless, the ex- 
off as d B CP “r > ime trUth ' and * not to be shrugged 
sunematum ° f , speech ”‘ S As is oase with many other 

an 1 COnC ? tS - the session of this reality 

natural being whatTus’ The te ” 8 ' vhat . w ®„ arc and the super- 
the Church from H u . , erm m y stic al, ’ then, distinguishes 
aglinst gtinuThe ” ^ b ° dy ° f L °' d . a "d Protects us 
ZZ. 8 8 tbe C ° nCept 3 P an theistic coloring. As Pius XII 


each lach al it b °own h indh,Wuai e ° f , U " ity S ° Unites the P arts that 
the Mystical Body SaJ mum a l S -‘““d on tile oontrary in 
the members by a bond which 1 Uni0n> tllou gh intrinsic, links 
personality.—74.^ d Whlch leaves ^ each intact his own 


The term “Mystical Body” 


serves also to distinguish this unique 
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organism from so-called “moral bodies.” Again, in the authoritative 

words of the Holy Father: 

But if we compare a Mystical Body to a moral body, here again 
we must notice that the difference between them ri not slight, 
rather it is very considerable and very important. In the moral 
body, the principle of union is nothing more than the common 
end, and the common cooperation of all under authority for 
the attainment of that end; whereas in the Mystical Body, of 
which We are speaking, this collaboration is supplemented’ by 
a distinct internal principle, which exists effectively in the 
whole and in each of its parts, and whose excellence is such, 
that of itself it is vastly superior to whatever bonds of union 
may be found in a physical or moral body. This is something, as 
We said above, not of the natural but of the supernatural order. 
Essentially it is something infinite, uncreated: the Spirit of God, 
Who, as the Angelic Doctor says, “numerically one and the 
same, fills and unifies the whole Church.”—75. 


These distinctions may be represented graphically as follows: 



HEAD AND MEMBERS 

in a physical body 

have the same life 

are not distinct persons 

in a moral body 

do not have the same life 

are distinct persons 

in the Mystical Body 

have the same life 

are distinct persons 


Proposition: Sanctifying grace holds first place among the super- ] 50e 
natural gifts which come down to the Church from Christ its 
Head. 

A great variety of gifts flows into the Church from Christ. For 
apart from extraordinary charisms, there are: (a )i the power of 
jurisdiction, including the power to teach (infallible when exer¬ 
cised in its fulness) and to rule; (b) the sacramental character, 
to which are joined, in the sacrament of orders, t e powers o 
priesthood; (c) numerous actual graces which are granted as 
excepting faith and hope, temporary helps; (d) infused virtues 
which are so intimately tied up with sanctifying g ace as to be 
inseparable from it. But aU these things are directed to habitual or 
sanctifuina orace, by which we are made strictly and formally 
holy a^d ]just. Since, then, die special purpose of Christs mission 
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and of die founding of the Church is nothing other than the san r 
fication of people, it is beyond doubt that the union of Christ wVh 
the Church has as its primary and chief aim the imparting f 
sanctifying grace to its members. In fact, the Apostle gave clear 
expression to diis influence when he wrote: 

Christ is the head of the Church and also the savior of that 
body. . . . Christ loved the Church, and delivered himself for 
her, that he might sanctify her by cleansing her in the bath of 
water with the accompanying word, in order to present to him 
self the Church in all her glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle or 
anything of the kind, but that she may be holy and flawless 
-Eph. 5:23, 25-27. lawless. 

For no holiness or purity can be obtained in this world, no glory 
or beauty in the next, except through sanctifying grace . 10 

150f Proposition: The Holy Spirit is the Soul of this body which is the 
Church. 

Leo XIII stated this truth unequivocally when he wrote in his 
Divinwn illud: “Let it suffice to say that, as Christ is the Head of 
the Church, the Holy Spirit is its soul.” Pius XII developed this 
theme at greater length in the Mystici Corporis: 

2 Zn u^ri! 16 f d ° SeIy Divine Principle of life and power 

Iverv "J 5° far 35 * COnstitutes the vef y source of 

than the SIS e a e ? gr ? Ce ’ we easily see that k nothing else 
Father and th c Pint ’ ^) e Para clete who proceeds from the 
“Spirit of Chri^” ° n fif n «c W ^ 0 ^ caded * n a special way the 
nu* 6 Spirit of the Son.”—68. 

be ascribed the f fl ^lS t0 n ? t0 an invisible Principle, is to 
one with th^ntl * aU 1 the parts of riie Body are joined 

enL in t^ HeaT enrir W"* “ Head " for He is 
the members. It ic H ln , tbe Bod y> and entire in each of 
the principle of every supen^t° t ! lr0llgh His hea venly grace is 
It is He who while He ^u aCt ln a11 parts of the Bod y- 
in all the members, also acts*™ he^nferi'^ d ™ elyactiv ? 

the ministry of the hiaW u 6 ln l, enor members through 
grace Hemovidesfor the Finall y. while with His 

yet refuses to dwell with sanctif vina *L r0Wth . of the Church, He 
wholly severed from the Body.-69 8 ® ® membcrs that are 
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It is important to note, however, that the analogy comparing 
the Holy Spirit with the human soul is not perfect, any more than 
is that comparing Christ with the head of a human body. Analog¬ 
ical knowledge is true knowledge, but it represents truth only 
indirectly, by means of resemblance or proportionate similarity. 

In the human composite, it is true, the soul is a spiritual substance, 
the principle of unity, life, and vital activity. But it is an incom¬ 
plete substance and enters into a substantial union with the body. 

The same cannot be said of the Holy Spirit in relation to the 
Mystical Body. For the Holy Spirit is a complete, independent, 
incommunicable Person, and His union with the Body can be con¬ 
sequently only accidental, to use the language of philosophy-a 
language with unfortunate connotations in modem parlance. Acci¬ 
dental in this technical sense does not connote fleeting, loose, 
impermanent, haphazard. The union of the Holy Spirit with the 
Church is not the same as that of a person’s soul with his body; * 
but for all that, it is nonetheless real and intimate and vivifying. 

In the interests of strict accuracy, theologians now frequently refer 
to the Holy Spirit as the quasi-Soul ( quasi-Anima) of the Church . 17 

Proposition: The soul and the body of the Church are not two 150g 
Churches, the one invisible and the other visible, but together 
they form one Church, which is at once visible and endowed 
with interior life. 

According to the doctrine set forth ab€ve, there are in the 
Church just as there are by nature in man two elements, one 
visible and one invisible. But it by no means follows that there are 
two Churches, for the Holy Spirit and His works are, by the insti¬ 
tution of Christ, the special property of that visible society which 
is the Church, inasmuch as they can never fail to be found therein, 
and can not, in the ordinary course of events, be obtained outside 
of it. Pius XII has harsh words for the contrary opinion: 


For this reason We deplore and condemn the Pe^oious error 
of those who conjure up from their fancies an ^^ na ^ Churc^ 
a kind of Society that finds its origin and growth m chanty, to 


_ __ , 1 human body are both incomplete substances 

The human soul an ^ Spirit a p erson> and since one of 

which unite to form one person^ ™£ incommunicability, He cannot join 
^ C S= SU Sh"il P o?Te Z. as .ha, of .he (uuuao sou, aud 
body. 
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which they somewhat contemptuously oppose anothe 
they call juridical. But this distinction, which tlmv ill , ich 
is baseless. 18 y ,ntr °duce, 

Obviously the sanctifying influence of the Head can never fal 
effect in the body as a whole, even though it may be block 1 ° f 
individual members of the Church, considered strictly as • 'v 
viduals. Otherwise Christ would cease to be “the savior oUhl' 
body,” and would no longer nourish and cherish the Church as He 
°'vn flesh. And this would be at odds with the teaching of thf 
Apostle (Eph. 5:23, 29). g °* the 

On the other hand, no one who knowingly and willingly stravs 
oubide the body of the visible Church receives the life of grace 
and that is what Augustine meant when he wrote: “Only the bodv 
of Christ fives by the Spirit of Christ. Do you want to live by the 
pint of Chnst? Tlien be in the body of Christ.” 19 This should 
occasion no surprise, for the divinely established order of things 
prescribes that the life of grace be imparted to people preserved 
and increased in them, through the same external ministra" 
mcluding those of teaching, of the priesthood, and of ruling-bv 
which people are gathered into the visible Church: 8 ' 

% e okeZ b en he oL S r° s ZaT n " and as inspired 

and teachers thus nr an evai } ge ^ st ^ an d others as pastors 
ministry, which consists inbifild^ Saint [ f° r the worJc °f The 
we all attain to unitu in faith hodtJ °f Christ > until 

of God. Thus we attain J deep Pledge of the Son 

proportions that befit Christ’s^llnL^^rt * h “In¬ 
dependent on him Ptnrm^- 1 , s - • • • The whole body ts 
derives its energy j n the man^ ^ loirwd and knit together, it 
contact with the source of suppVTn th?* °" ??/ through 
and builds itself up throiigh love ™ Wa ' J the h ° dy gWWS 

know nothing oTthe" Church D ° fauIt of their own ’ 

equal, receive sanctifying grace and \ Can ’. other ^ngs being 
by the Soul of the Church; but this is Quite** the Me im P arted 
quite apart from the usual order of thin^ a £ Clde " taI > and happens 
who is not an actual member of the ^ rGSt ’ if an y° ne 

18 absolutely necessary that he be^elaterf° dy .\ to be justified, 
eiated to ^ by at least an 
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implicit desire. 21 If this condition is fulfilled, then the mercy of 
God who wills that all men be saved (I Tim. 2:4) will credit his 
desire as if it were an act. 22 

Corollary 

The Church is a continuation of Christ in the world. Pius XII 

wrote in the Mystici Corporis: 


As Bellarmine notes with acumen and accuracy, this naming 
of the Body of Christ is not to be explained solely by the fact 
that Christ must be called the Head of His Mystical Body, but 
also by the fact that He so sustains the Church, and so in a 
certain sense lives in the Church that it is, as it were, another 
Christ. The doctor of the Gentiles in his letter to the Corin¬ 
thians affirms this when, without further qualification, he called 
the Church “Christ,” following no doubt the example of his 
Master who called out to him from on high, when he was 
attacking the Church: “Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou Me?” 
Indeed, if we are to believe Gregory of Nyssa, the Church is 
often called “Christ” by the Apostle; and you are conversant, 
Venerable Brothers, with that phrase of Augustine: "Christ 
preaches Christ.”—66. 


The Founder of the Church, our Lord Jesus Christ, is the incarnate 
Son of God, perfect God and perfect man. These two elements of 
divinity and humanity are verified in the Church also, the mystical 
Christ, though not, of course, in precisely the same manner. 23 


As these two aspects are found in Christs humanity, they will 
also be found in the mystic perpetuation of that humanity which 
is the Church. The Church will likewise be an empirical thing 

and a mysterious reality. . . 

First, it will be an empirical, concrete, visible, tangible thing 
like all human realities that prolong themselves in some form of 
continuation- for it is a human institution, a human society 
And it is a societv quite visibly and tangibly; its sociology and 

canon . aw cao ^tten down; it has its chaHy defined mem 

here and its definite seat; it is the Church of Rome; as Jesus 
Christ was Jesus of Nazareth. As a society it is perfect in its 
kind, with a firm and well-delineated structure, as befits a thing 
that is the perpetuation of the God-man 

Secondly, the Church will be an invisible reality: a life of 
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thought, love, and grace that is infused into souls, a divini 
and adoptive sonship which, in the unity of the only-bec T/ 00 
incarnate Son is diffused throughout all mankind so deenj 
to be inaccessible to natural consciousness, and which in tlT 
depths thus reached, unifies mankind in itself and attaches ' 
to God. es ** 

Through this second aspect, that is, the divinization conferred 
on it, the Church is a theandric 24 reality, a divine-human realitv 
as many authors aptly put it. The reason is not that the God 
head is one of its elements or aspects, or that the Church has 
its own union with the Godhead independently of Christ and 
His hypostatic union, but only that it is the perpetuation of the 
theandric humanity, the humanity fully divinized 0 and sub¬ 
sisting in the Word, the humanity of the God-man. 25 

If the Church in its very essence is so remarkable a continuation 
of the Incarnation, it is in its activity no less remarkable a perpetua¬ 
tion of the whole activity of its incarnate Head. Through the 
Church, which is His body, Christ continues, in a constantly re¬ 
curring cycle, to be born, to go into exile, to live His hidden life 
to manifest Himself to the world, to teach, to heal, to sanctify, to 
nile, to forgive sins, to console, to admonish, to be embraced, to 
be spit upon to be hailed as a king, to be crowned with thorns, to 
be loved, to be hated, to be crucified, and to rise from the dead. 

memW° le i, BO i d i y i 0f the Church > no J ess than the individual 
And 1 ^vf* S <j Sh0 fl d f bear ,. resemblan ce to Christ. Such is His will. 
her Fa when followi "g in the footsteps of 

SrcrifiL E mbt e C i eS ’ She g ° VerDS a ” d offe - the Divine 
Redeemers nnvpH^ 8 u counsels she reflects the 

widT^tituteTof ^any^differe^ft 

ievvels sh#* mintc „ . nerent kinds as with so many precious 
preaching to the nennl nst dee P in prayer on the mountain, or 

bringing sinners back to the path^ virt^ and WOUndec l a . nd 
good to evervonp ww 6 j h of ' ,rtue » °r in a word doing 
earth, she b7^^ if ’ ^le she walks this 

down with sorrows. 28 1 & C ^ rist> hounded and weighed 

in his Christ tn^fm Church CXpression to this t™* 

appreciate its full force, but £ " 

Not, of course, in the Monophysite sense. 
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Still, to the eyes of the Catholic, there moves on earth that 
amazing figure whose mere painted portrait in the Gospels has 
driven men—artists, seers, and philanthropists—mad with love 
and longing—and he is part of it. There still sounds on the air 
the very voice that comforted the Magdalene and pardoned the 
thief; the same Divine energy that healed the sick and raised 
the dead is still active on earth, not transmitted merely from 
some Majesty on high, but working now, as then, through a 
Human Nature that may be touched and felt. If the Catholic 
be mistaken in this astounding vision, yet he cannot be accused 
of substituting a system for a Person, since it is the groundwork 
of his whole life and hope that what men call a system is a 
person, far more accessible, more real and more effective than 
one can be who is thought to reign merely in a distant heaven, 
and no longer in any real sense to be present on earth. The true 
minister of every sacrament, for example, as every Catholic be¬ 
lieves, is none else than the supreme and Eternal High Priest 
Himself. 27 


Scholion. The coextension of the concepts “ Church !” and “Mystical 

Body.” 

The concepts of both “Church” and “Mystical Body” may be 
taken in either a broad or a strict sense depending on whether one 
takes Christ’s Church exclusively from the viewpoint of its earthly 
sojourn, or from the total viewpoint of its existence, and modes of 
existence, both in time and in eternity. The same is roughly true 
of the concept, “the kingdom of Cod," the common New Testament 
expression for the Church. It is from this total viewpoint (eccles.o- 
logical, soteriological, and eschatological), that a number of com¬ 
petent theologians, even after the encyclicals Mystici Corpora and 
Humani generis, continue to use distinctions as: potenbrd 
members" os. "actual members”; “members » veto vs^ membem 
in re" etc Indeed Pius XII himself, after explicitly naming the 
members of the Mystical Body in the strict sense of the term^ems 
to employ the term “member" in a broader sense in referring to 
bo* catechumens and the souls in purgatory as members of the 

Mystical Body( see 119). the precise viewpoint from 

andf U “Mystical Body” are always mutually coextensive provided 
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that both are used in the same sense. Confusion arises when 
author simultaneously employs the one concept in the strict sens” 
and the other in the broad * sense. 
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for using the term “Mystical Body” in^ ^ ,USt,fication can be S* ven 
detailed treatment of this problem Ion cU TT w'Tq*’ f ee Za P alena ’ s lon 6- 
we disagree with the learned author^ rnn’ 'J 1, . 341 ~ 88 and 553-97). Although 
spare for a detailed examination of , . nclusi0ns > w e have not the space to 
justification for the broad use of the^wm^M r Td S ]° US a sufBcient 
legitimacy is guaranteed by patristic trader, “ft*? 1 B ° dy ’' that: itS 

?MA 0rtS A eem V° USe the term its broad as wef] the Mystici 

ngid and mathematical approach to this Darti,^ S '?* Str,Ct sense; 3 ) a t0 ° 
inclusions: if one rules out complete!^ Jhe broat' ^ A" lead t£> Strange 

^ dy . _. and restricts it exclusively to the strier ** 3 / ge of , the term “Mystical 
Rl the ^ h x^ C L and its mem bers on earth) whar li le ’’ tbe Churcb militant 
Blessed Mother, St. Peter, St. John, St Paul m/J! 1 W ? conclllde about the 
They are not living on earth; shall we conclude d , th ® other saints in heaven? 
I 16 ” .l L the Mystical Body of Christ?” An awl™ t ^ erefore they are not “mem- 
ton, The Communion of Saints and £ S “ * C 

378 ff., and especially the conclusions stated o D p f£_ 8 £ ER ’ 110 
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Notes 


1. See Pius XII, encyclical Mystici Corporis (June 29, 1943): 

If we would define and describe this true Church of Jesus Christ-which 
is the One, Holy, Catholic, Apostolic, Roman Church-we shall find no 
expression more noble, more sublime or more Divine than the phrase which 
calls it “the Mystical Body of Jesus Christ.”—17. 

All references to the encyclical throughout the chapter will be to the 
English edition of J. Bluett, S.J., The Mystical Body of Christ (New York, 
1943). The numbers will refer to the paragraph division of this edition. See 
also E. Mersch, The Theology of the Mystical Body, p. 518, 523, 527; R. H. 
Benson, Christ in the Church. Very much to the point are the following words 
of C. Joumet, The Primacy of Peter, op. cit.: 

The Church is therefore like Christ; the Body is like the Head. This 
homogeneity of the Church with Christ, of the Body with the Head, 
enables Christ to be diffused and communicated in space and time. It 
assures a continuous presence of Christ in space and time. This is the 
mystery of the Church's catholicity. 

Once this perpetual and real presence of Christ in the midst of space and 
time has been broken, once the continuity of the Christian mystery has 
been mutilated, the desire to go on speaking of Catholicism and catholicity 
at all costs amounts to nothing but insistence upon using a traditional 
word which has been emptied of all traditional meaning.—p. 11 f. 

2. This was not the only important aspect of ecclesiology forced into the 
background. See J. C. Fenton, “The Church and the World,” AER, 119 
(1948), 202 ff.; “The Church and God’s Promises," ibid., 123 (1950), 295 ff.; 
"The Church in Adequate Perspective,” ibid., 133 (1955), 258 ff.; J. Leclercq, 
La vie du Christ dans son dglise. 


3. See T. Zapalena, op. cit., p. 331. 

4. Any work written on the Mystical Body before this date and, unfortu¬ 

nately, even some written subsequently should be read with one eye always 
on this normative pronouncement. See Zapalena, op. cit., p. 331 , p m - 

5. The last phrase, "who fills, etc.,” is susceptible of several other trans- 
lations in English, depending on whelher one takes the Creek verb a! “ 
middle or passive form. One might, for example, translate as follows: the com¬ 
pletion of him who everywhere and in all things b complete But none rf 
these possible translations affects the essential memnng o th . verse. See 
Medebielle, “Epitre aux Ephesiens," n Pnot-Clamer, Lo We Bibb (tans. 
1948), XII, 37-39; A. Feuillet, "L4glise pl4r«me du Christ daprts Eph4s., 1. 
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6 . See also Rom. 12:5; I Cor. 0:15; Eph. 4:4, 25; 5:23, 29; Col 2-9 
For a full treatment of the Pauline doctrine on the Mystical Body and f ^ 
careful theological analysis of the pertinent passages, see Zapalena ” f ° r a 
Meinertz, op. cit., F. Prat, The Theology of St. Paul; J. Bonsirven vT 

de Paul; L. Cerfaux, La thdologie de Vdglise stiivant saint Paul ty " 8 * 6 
Goossens, L’dglise, corps du Christ, d'aprds saint Paul; CCHS Inrl , Crner 
Mystical Body of Christ, The. ’ ex ’ s,v ‘ 

7. See QP, indices under Church. 

8. See St. Thomas Aquinas, S.Th., Ill, q. 8 , a. 1 and 0 ; De veritate 29 4 

9. Gal. 3:28. One in the Greek is masculine: one person. St. Augustin • 
"The whole Christ consists of head and body: the head is the only-bceo^ 
Son of God, His body is the Church: Bridegroom and bride, two in on" 
flesh” (Epistula contra Donatistas de unitate ecclesiae 4 7 ) 

AER 0 'n 5 e (! 9 4 e), F 5 o 7 ' " 0ur Lord ' s Presence in the Caibolic Chp ^” 

11. Op. cit., 45-50; see also 01-04; J. C. Fenton, “Vicarius Christi” APR 

110 (1944) 459 IT. Soteiiologically speaking, our Saviour is Head of the whole 
humau race, a fact to which the Holy Father alludes when speaking of the 
holy sacrifice of the Mass: * 

has'brouuhtlh. d w“ g . h ha c ds of lhe priest - whose word alone 

ought the Immaculate Lamb to be present on the altar the faithful 

t . p m ^ C ves WIth °" e de . sire and one prayer offer It to the Eternal Father- 
uifiversal neprU^A ^ ct * m of praise and propitiation for the Churc"’s 
XS™ And Pf os the Divine Redeemer, dying on the Cross 

so “in thiTnL^obla^ °’> H hC W ff° le Human raCe t0 the Eternal Father - 
SO in this pure oblation He offers not only Himself as Hear! of ihe 

well—Op° ctt. a 97 aVenly Fa ' her ' b “' fa Hi,melf His m >' s,ical members as 

12. See Isai. 11:2; 61:1; Acts 10:38. 

13. See MCC, 18-20, 73 . 

in which b L a ”n al ofen i c„° ne °‘ Pr0P u r but ‘ nadc 1“ i "o Proportionality, i.e„ one 
but on Ve ba"i “of a 77 u ‘ W ° a " a, ° gUeS appli « prop ^ *»both 
exactly Urc sa™ wly “ ie > il do “ ■»* apply to both in 

15. See M. Meinertz, op. cit., II, 150. 

16. See MCC, 67-70. 

17. Christ the Head acts through the Holy Spirit: 

intrinsically (grace and gifts) 
eXt J lns ‘ cally (the hierarchy) 

See P. Parente, op. cit p (SaCraments ) • 

18- MCC, 79 See also r tT*’ cit > P- 82S-7. 

Soul with Reference to the C-itholi^rh”’ ^ se °* dle Terms Body and 

Extension of Christ's MyltiS^dV? ^ ,15V 1 ? (1944 >’ 48 ff -"“ The 

Non-Catholic,’ ibid., 113 ( 1945 ) 4 ’ 4 ’ i ^ 4 The Church and the 

, '* 377 The Invocation of the Hoi N ° ^ adlcdic a nd the Church," 

,? Churc h»” ibid., 129 (1953) tlle Basic Conce Pt of 

s truth pointedly and emphatically in u ^he *loly Father repeated 
generis (Aug, 12, 1950), y subsequent encyclical, Humanl 
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Some say they are not bound by the doctrine, explained in Our Encyclical 
Letter of a few years ago, and based on the sources of revelation which 
teaches that the Mystical Body of Christ and the Roman Catholic Church 
are one and the same thing. Some reduce to a meaningless formula the 
necessity of belonging to the true Church in order to gain eternal 
salvation. . . . 

These and like errors, it is clear, have crept in among certain of Our 
sons who are deceived by impnident zeal for souls or by false science. 
To them We are compelled with grief to repeat once again truths already 
well known, and to point out with solicitude clear errors and dangers of 
error.—NCWC edition, 27-28. 

19. Tractatus CXX1V in Joannis evangelium 26. 13. 

20. Eph. 4:11-13. St. Cyprian, among others, expressed the same truth 
when he wrote: “You cannot have God for your Father if you have not the 
Church for your mother” (De unitate ecclesiae 6 ; ACW trans.). Indeed Scrip¬ 
ture itself calls the Church Christ’s bride (Eph. 5:22) and wife (Apoc. 21:9), 
inasmuch as it is joined forever to Him by a bond like that of marriage, and by 
Him is made fruitful in giving birth to adoptive sons of God. But note that the 
Church is a bride who was not merely found by Christ, but actually formed 
by Him, as St. Augustine wrote: "So has the king desired your beauty. What 
beauty, if not that which He Himself did create? You are being wedded to a 
God-king, and it is He who has given you your dowry, adorned you, redeemed 
you, healed you. Whatever you have that may prove pleasing to Him, you 
have from Him.” ( Enarrationes in psalmos 44. 12). 

21. For the expression "related to," see MCC, 121, and Zapalena, op. cit., 
379 ff. 

22. See below, the Scholion, “Outside the Church no salvation.” 


23. MCC, 67: 

But this noble title of the Church must not be so taken, as if that ineffable 
bond by which the Son of God assumed a definite human nature belongs 
to the universal Church; but it consists in this, that our Saviour shares 
His most personal prerogatives with the Church in such a way that she 
may portray in her whole life, both external and interior a most faithful 
image of Christ. For in virtue of the juridical mission by which our Divine 
Redeemer sent His Apostles into the world as He had been sent by the 
Father, it is He who through the Church baptizes, teaches, rules, looses 
binds, offers sacrifices. But in virtue of that h.gher, interior and wholly 
sublime communication, with which We dea t w en * e ^ ri j brings 
manner in which the Head influences the members, Chnrt our ^rd^rmgs 
the Church to live His own supernatural life, by His divine power per 
meates His whole body and nourishes and sustains each of the members 
According to the place which they occupy in the Body very much as the 
vine nourishes ^nd makes fruitful .he branches winch are pined .0 
24 From the two Greek words, theds (God) and andr (man) 

S: E. Mersch. op. cit.. P. 428 ff; P , .'’Tai.em't’ mi7 C 

mentatis. p. 156 ff.: T. Zapalena, De ecctesm ChmH, pars altera, p. 381 h C. 
Fenton, “Our Lord’s Presence in the Catholic Church, AER, llo (1946), 
50 ff. 

20. MCC, 59; see also 3, 93._ _ 
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For I see through her eyes, the Eyes of God to shine mrl 
lips I hear His words. In each of her hands as she raises the ° Ugb 

I see the wounds that dripped on Calvary, and her feet uno™ l? b ' ess - 

stairs are signed with the same marks as those which the 

kissed. As she comforts me in the confessional I hear the voice th l ne 

the sinner go and sin no more; and as she rebukes or Dier™. 8t bade 
blame I shrink aside trembling with those who went out one T Wilb 
beginning with the eldest, till Jesus and the penitent were left nl ° ne ’ 
she cries her invitation through the world I hear the same rinJII-i As 
fls <ha( which called, "Come onto me and find real for Zr 2"® C ' a L m 
drives those who profess to serve her from her service I see tf,’ M She 
flame of wrath that scourged the changers of money from the temp^con^ 
As I watch her in the m.dst of her people, applauded by the mob shout.W 
ahvays for the rising sun, I see the palm branches about her head 1 *t 
the City and Kingdom of God, it would seem, scarcely a stone’s t’b ^ 
away, yet across the Valley of the Kedron is the garden of CeiL H 
and a, 1 W a tc h her pelted with mod, aponted, at and^Zd'j 
read in her eyes the message that we should not weep for her but for rm/ 
selves and for our children since she is immortal andweb mortal Zr 
dlAsl look on her white body, dead and drained of blood, I smel once 

Hia enemies slept and His Iovem wokTforZZw'" dePth ° f n,ghl “ 

againrthatVe cyclfmns mu d nd ,a ” d ti ’ at . E “ ter is . tot Bethlehem once 
flict is all to fight again- for thev 38 -*!! 11 t0 ^ginning and that the con- 
daily from the dead ’ V WlU n0t be persuaded, though One rises 
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The Members of the Church 


Article I 

CONDITIONS FOR MEMBERSHIP IN THE CHURCH 

I. Preliminary Remarks: 

Proposition: Members of the Church are all and only those 
who have received the sacrament of baptism, 
and are not separated from the unity of profes¬ 
sion of the faith, or from hierarchical unity. 

Proof: 1. baptism is the sacrament which incorporates a 
man into the Church: 

2. membership in the Church can be severed by 
destroying either the bond of faith or the bond 
of hierarchical unity. 

Scholion 1: Who are not members of the Church? 

a. The nonbaptized 

b. Public heretics 

c. Public schismatics 

d. Total excommunicates 

Scholion 2: Consequences of baptism in the matter of 

Church membership. 

II. Heretical Views on Membership in the Church: 

1. All the predestined and only the predestined are members 

of the Church. . - , 

2. Only those in the state of grace are members of the Church. 

Objections 
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CHAPTER || 


The Members of the Church 


After the discussion of the Church as the Mystical Bod 
Christ, the question spontaneously arises: who are member* 
Church? This chapter is divided into two articles: the first tin 7 
with the conditions requisite for membership in the Church' th! 

sa“a"«on ^ “ Cm% ° f belon g in 8 to the Church for 


Article I 

CONDITIONS FOR MEMBERSHIP IN THE CHURCH 
I. Preliminary Remarks 

take H „T^ n -;:^f‘ n a g . 0f n the Churcl1 ’ 0r tlle Mystical Body, 
Church of the N™ t . d P Per mean ' n " : namely, that militant 
ported outt e«enHTr men V, Which ' as has been repeatedly 
the term, tie My^ody^t Ru^Xn" t* *** ^ ° f 
words, the Homan Catholic Church: lnf0m,S “ S “ pIa “ 

aMK t efi tZ One d rf e * is Church of Jesus 
Church—we shall find no l ° y ’ Cholic, Apostolic, Roman 
or more Divine than ?he X J? eSS10n noble, more sublime, 
Body of Jesus CtaS*TS*3u J° h Ca ' ,S tt “ the M ^ Hcal 

were, the fair flower of the I * s , deriv ed from and is, as it 
tore and the Holy Fathers ImCCIT^ 05 ° f Sacred Scn > 
1 /; italics ours. 

on the identity of the 
Humam generis (1950), when ° U ^. C ^ urch in his encyclical, 
w o had failed to heed the teaching r ** y rebl, ked theologians 
° See scholion «(w ® ° f Corporis: 

Body * above p. 229. * CnS '° n ° f Ule incepts ‘Church* and ‘Mystical 
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Some say they are not bound by the doctrine, explained in Our 
Encyclical Letter of a few years ago, and based on the sources 
of revelation, which teaches that the Mystical Body of Christ 
and the Roman Catholic Church are one and the same thing. 
These and like errors, it is clear, have crept in among certain 
of Our sons who are deceived by imprudent zeal for souls or by 
false science.—NCWC transl., 27-28; italics ours. 


Proposition: Members of the Church are all and only those who 
have received the sacrament of baptism, and are not separated 
from the unity of the profession of the faith, or from hier- 
archial unity. 

This proposition is certain. 

Theological label for the proposition. The proposition viewed 
as a whole and as formulated in general terms is regarded as certain 
by all Catholics. When it comes to a more precise delineation of 
some of these terms,® there are some divergent opinions . 2 

We call members of the Church only those who unqualifiedly 
belong to the visible Church. Three facts are required for this: 
(a) that a person have received the sacrament of baptism; ( b ) 
that he be not separated from the profession of the faith of the 
Church; ( c ) that he be not separated from union with its hier¬ 
archy. These three factors, however, should not receive the same 
evaluation. Baptism alone is the cause which incorporates a man 
into the Church; the other two factors are conditions which must 
be fulfilled if baptism is not to be frustrated in its effect. Baptism 
by Christ’s own ordinance, always ingrafts a man into the body of 
the Church unless its efficacy be impeded; and union with the 
Church, once it has been caused by baptism, perseveres uninter¬ 
ruptedly so long as it be not severed by either of the separations 
mentioned above. 


Proof: 

1. The sacrament of baptism is the means by which men be¬ 
come members of the Church. This is of fait 


. The generic term . of .he pro^n 

c°ver a variety oi “tgww ‘‘formar and “material” schismatics; “total” 
public and octuI * ’ etc Since the theologians are not all of one 

and partial excommunicatesetcx of the thcolog- 

mind in discussing some of these categories mey 

ical labels they append to each category considered singly. 
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Christ’s church 

a. From Sacred Scripture: Those who accepted hi 

baptized , and there were added that dap (to the Cl Were 

three thousand persons (Acts 2:41). By a single Sniritn ab ° ui 
whether Jews or Greeks, slaves or free men were intr i ° f Us > 
the one body through baptism (I Cor. 12:13). ° duc ed i nto 

b. From the Church’s magisterium: The Council of n 

in its Decree for the Armenians states: 1<J °rence 


Holy baptism holds the first place amonir all 
because it is the door of the spiritual life 8 By raments 

members of Christ and of His b'ody, the cCh.-DB 696; TCT 


The Council of Trent declares: 

a^d?^ere d d°1,erraXar^ 0n a " y ° ne wh ° *■* not 
Apostle says, “For what have I tn 5!*^ °/ ba P tlsm - The 
side?” (I Cor. 5:12) Thestation^ JUdg, ’ ng th ° Se out ’ 
the members of the household nf th Wlth regard to 

Lord has made members of hie h j 1G * aitb wbom Christ our 
water of baptism.-DB 895; TCT 78 ^ ° nCG and *° r a11 by 1116 

These words, whilp rliro^o 

Church's jurisdiction, at the s-im T “"T 1 With ^ extent of the 
">ind of the Church there is north* Sh ° W that accordin g •« the 
body Of the Church but baptism * Ca “ Se of inserti »n into the 
c. Finally Pine vtt • £ 

explicitly: ' S encydi «>l. Mystici Corporis, states 


°nly those are reallv u • , 
ha h v°e no? ^ ba ^ tize d ^ wl? ™ embe rs of the Church 

faults bee Unha, i Pily withdr awn P from trUe failh and who 

2 . ^ J t r by lesi,imate aa ^°Lt 

pS.em caTbe"? Ca " J* to be ef- 

y misunderstanding of this n 0 Z^T° proof - Still > lest 

P mt> her « are a f ew cita- 
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tions from the unanimous voice of tradition, and the recent explicit 
teaching of Pius XII: 

a. Tradition : 3 Tertullian: “If they are heretics, they cannot be 
Christians” ( De praescriptione 37). St. Hilary: “I am a Christian, 
not an Arian” (Ad Constantium liber ll“* 1. 2). St. Augustine: 
“Neither heretics nor schismatics belong to the Catholic Church” 
(De fide et symbolo 21). St. Jerome: “ . . . a schismatic faction, 
because of the rebellion of its bishop, is cut off from the Church” 
(Commentarium in Epistulam ad Titum 3. 10). Finally, the whole 
dispute over “rebaptizing” heretics presupposed as a fact that pub¬ 
lic heretics and public schismatics are not members of the Church. 
For the crux of the problem centered on this one point: how could 
a baptism administered to heretics suffice for entrance into the 
Church if the one baptizing was himself outside the Church? 

b. The Church’s magisterium: 

As, therefore, in the true Christian community there is only one 
Body, one Spirit, one Lord and one Baptism, so there can be 
only one Faith. And so if a man refuse to hear the Church, let 
him be considered—so the Lord commands-as a heathen and 
a publican. It follows that those who are divided in faith or 
government cannot be living in one Body such as this , and can¬ 
not be living the life of its one Divine Spirit.—MCC 29. 

Scholion 1. Who are not members of the Church? 

From the principles laid down it is fairly easy to know which 
classes of men are excluded from membership in the Church. A 
few exceptional cases, however, pose some difficulties. These will 
be discussed briefly in the course of dealing with clear-cut cases 
of nonmembership. 

The following classes of men are definitely not members of the 
Church: (a) The nonbaptized; (b) public heretics;* (c) public 
schismatics; total excommunicates. 

0 A heretic is one who denies a truth of divine and Catholic faith: i.e., a 
truth which has been revealed by God and proposed by the Church for our 
belief (see vol. Ill of this series, nos. 210 and 259). Heretics are classified as 
“public” or “occult,” “formal” or “material.” A public (notorious) heretic is 
one whose heresy is known to a large number of people, even if he has not 
formally joined the ranks of a heretical church; an occult heretic is one whose 
errors in faith are either totally unknown, or known only to a few. A formal 
heretic is one who stubbornly and guiltily adheres to heresy; a material heretic 
is one who innocently and in good faith subscribes to some heretical doctrine. 
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a. Those who have not received baptism of water 
members of the Church. Jews, pagans, etc., are not members 7f 
Church. Since the cause of incorporation into the Church j s £ ■ 
baptism insofar as it imprints an indelible character, dedicab' y 
to the worship of God as that is practiced in the Catholic reli ^ US 
it follows: (1) neither baptism of desire 0 (act of perfect ch 
nor baptism by blood (martyrdom) makes a man a member f 
the Church. Even though they confer sanctifying grace, they d 
not imprint a character. Consequently catechumens are not mcm° 
bers of the Church. (2) For the same reason, according to the 
more probable opinion, a putatively valid baptism (i. e ., really 
invalid) does not suffice for membership. Incorporation in the 
Church is something real * No one becomes a member of any 
society, or any visible organization, by an invalid act of admission 
Those 5 who advance the opinion that a putatively valid baptism 
shouM suffice argue: “otherwise one could not reach certitude about 

b»n^ . n mem uT hi ? Si " Ce * is possible for ,he sacrament of 
baphsm to be invalidated even by a hidden defect in the intention 

V JTTZ I T WeI t0 that ar S ument * “ “nr opinion. 
whlTn 1 J-JT ^ in ‘ enti0n 0f the minister can be proven 
matZecATC -^ * pe ° f CCTtitude °ne should nor- 

ordy “nXbl ^ b™ k r an h ffairS ' And Since the oases of those 
oni) putatively baptized would certainly be very rare there is 

AlZ r r P f ° r ‘ hC of the entire Church 

rneuibts o S f ;?cCch° r fc 0tab,y C ° UDl lumens as 

Church, they are not members actually but only 

the A schismatic is one who ruptures 

™ lers of the Church. y BydeS etey de ? ying obedience to the 
fhe l a C H m that th ® fanne r refuses to obefd v. 1 3 Schismatic differs from a 
mLl l ejCCtS divinel V revealed tmth Iu V f nstitut <^ authority, while 
not m ^ h T Sy ' An bWwiu, h u° WeVer * Schisms e " d u,ti - 

exLZ y { ** ° r that doctrine, but The ^ Christia “ faith totally: 

iS ° ne who ^ separated e from° rti of r P hrist * ar »hy. Finally, an 

as a member zj! 

s TT ls the need of 

m ( rh °°log,a fundamentals ™ S b “ P, ™ “ctually and not 
«r., p. 184, no. 3). 
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in desire and, as it were, by proximate potency. The fact that 
catechumens have penances imposed on them does not suffice to 
prove the contrary opinion. No one would maintain that a man was 
already a member of a given society merely because he freely 
accepted some of the conditions laid upon him as a preliminary to 
membership. Strictly speaking, then, we should say that the Church 
does not have power of “government” over catechumens, but only 
power of "teaching”—a power which extends to all mankind, even 
those still to be called to the Church. Finally, the fact that Pius 
XII seems to refer to both catechumens and the souls in purgatory 
as members of the Church (MCC 119) in requesting prayers to 
be offered "for all the members of the Mystical Body of Christ” 
proves nothing in favor of Suarez’ opinion. All it proves, in our 
opinion, is that it is still possible to use the term Mystical Body in 
a broad as well as a strict sense . 7 But here we are discussing mem¬ 
bers only in the strict sense of the word. 

b. Public heretics (and a fortiori, apostates ) are not members 153 
of the Church. They are not members because they separate them¬ 
selves from the unity of Catholic faith and from the external pro¬ 
fession of that faith. Obviously, therefore, they lack one of the 
three factors—baptism, profession of the same faith, union with the 
hierarchy—pointed out by Pius XII as requisite for membership in 
the Church (see above, p. 238). The same pontiff has explicitly 
pointed out that, unlike other sins, heresy, schism, and apostasy 
automatically sever a man from the Church. For not every sin, 
however grave and enormous it be, is such as to sever a man 
automatically from the Body of the Church, as does schism or 
heresy or apostasy ” (MCC 30; italics ours). 

By the term public heretics at this point we mean all who 
externally deny a truth (for example Mary s Divine Maternity), 
or several truths of divine and Catholic faith, regardless of whether 
the one denying does so ignorantly and innocently (a merely 
material heretic), or wilfully and guiltily (a formal heretic). It is 
certain that public, formal heretics are severed from Church mem¬ 
bership. It is the more common opinion that public, material 
heretics are likewise excluded from membership. Theological rea¬ 
soning for this opinion is quite strong: if public material heretics 
remained members of the Church, the visibility and unity of 
Christ’s Church would perish . 8 If these purely material heretics 
were considered members of the Catholic Church in the strict 
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sense of the term, how would one ever locate the "c 
Church”? How would the Church be one body? How atbobc 
profess one faith? Where would be its visibility? Where Jt 

For these and other reasons we find it difficult to sec any * 
probability to the opinion which would allow for public 
in good faith, remaining members of the Church. ler etics, 

When it comes to a question of occult heretics remaining m 
bers of the Church, theologians are in sharper disagreement ^ 
the intrinsic probability of their respective arguments seems better 
balanced than in the preceding case. An occult heretic is one 
denies a truth of divine and catholic faith in his heart while nrn 
feeing the same truth with his lips. So a man might recite ^ 
Nicene creed with the rest of the faithful, but deny the doctr 
of the Trimty mtcmaUy. Even if he were to deny such a ^th 
but his deto >™ the faith was secret, known 
° er ! V V ° m,imateS ’ He a,so be as a„ occuU 

bull, Ineffabilis Deus: 10 " ° VleW because says in his 

sentiVe^tljaiTha^been* defi^ ? t,Wrwise in h *> * earl ( corde 
them fully realize, that\hev 6ned by us ~ whic *> G ° d forbid—let 
ment, and have suffered stopwrc Af\ the '!iT ,U u g ‘ 

JotS-tvsis, " h «»•£ 

Passage seems to’be that the meanin 8 of the above 

interior unity of the faith from whieb S ‘ nCe * destTO V a 
separates one from the body of th P ° f profession is bom, 

yet formally. Zapalena objects to tlhf C ^ Urch positively, but not 
and aprioristic exegesis which does 35 “ an arbitrary 

of the words” cf ,, 11, 390) ^^^/° the ° bvio « s meaning 
arbitrary” exegesis or not, St seeiis eoualf Whether * is an 
ake any argument at all from the arb | trar y to attempt to 
rning the Immaculate Conception not m? Clted: tbe pope was 
tion in the matter of membership or * definitive declar- 

herehes m the Church. P ° r Membership of occult 
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The question comes down to this: how satisfactorily can the 
theologians on either side of this disputed point square their 
opinion with the necessary visibility of the Church? If true super¬ 
natural faith is required for membership in the Church, how can 
one be sure of the Church’s membership? The virtue of faith, like 
any other supernatural gift, is not discernible by empirical methods. 
In the hypothesis of the proponents of the other opinion, a pope 
who was secretly a heretic would cease to be a member of the 
Church and its head (Lercher, op. cit., no. 419 b, p. 238): and it 
cannot be demonstrated apodictically that God has promised never 
to allow a pope to become an occult heretic. One of the best argu¬ 
ments that occult heresy does not deprive one of membership is 
that heresy is not the gravest of sins. It is not the gravity of the 
sin of heresy which causes one to lose membership, but the anti¬ 
social nature of that sin which militates against the unity of the 
Mystical Body: 

Finally there does not appear any reason why occult heretics 
more than other sinners should be excluded from the body of 
the Church. Heresy is not the gravest of all mortal sins: hatred 
of God is greater. Therefore if other very grave sins do not 
exclude from the body of the Church, neither does occult 
heresy. Public heretics are excluded not because of the gravity 
of their fault, seeing that even material heretics [i.e., innocent] 
are outside the Church. The reason for their exclusion is the 
nature of the Church as a society which demands a unity in 
the profession of the same faith.—Lercher, op. cit., p. 239, e. 

c. Public schismatics are not members of the Church. They are 
not members because by their own action they sever themselves 
from the unity of Catholic communion. The term Catholic com¬ 
munion, as used here, signifies both cohesion with the entire body 
catholic (unity of worship, etc.), and union with the visible head 
of the Church (unity of government). Since Catholic communion 
signifies both the subordination of all members to one head, and 
the coordination of all the members with one another, a man may 
become a schismatic in either of two ways: (1) by directly with¬ 
drawing himself from obedience to the pope-not, of course, by a 
simple act of disobedience towards some law laid down by the 
pope, but by such a rebellion that he would really in practice 
refuse to recognize the pope as the head of the Catholic Church; 
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(2) by directly rupturing the bonds of cohesion with th 
catholic: by setting up a separate, national Church b v f » )0cly 
a usurping bishop, etc. ° 0Win g 

Once again, it makes no difference whether a person who 1 
the bonds of Catholic communion does so in good faith or 1 8 

in either case he ceases to be a member of the Church. The 1, ^ 
cence or guilt of the parties involved is purely an internal matt* 0 
purely a matter of conscience; it has no direct bearing 0n th’ 
question of one of the external and social bonds requisite for m ° 
bership. Pius XII in listing the three requisites for membershipTn 
the Church makes no distinction between those in good and bad 
faith and seems'" to exclude both categories from membership 
Only those are really to be included as members . . . who hiv. 
not unhappily withdrawn from Body-unity” (MCC 29} qki/ • 
giving a theological label to this paLular point-since 'the po” 
has no t exphcitly settled it, and since the same theologians who 
mamtam that a public heretic in good faith remains a member of 
he Church ma,ntain the same for a sehismatic-we shouTd say 

of ’dre Church” (2 )*it ^ ^ " ”« * -mber 

opinion that a public mat 1 . e , m0 . r f common and more probable 
Church P ’ nal SchismaHc * not a member of the 

eo m tu r „tlr p “uX a sch" 0i 7 mhCr5 ° f thB CkUrck Ex - 

unity of Catholic dm,, ,• schl ^ matlc 's, are separated from the 
by the judgment of eccl^ 10 * 1 *! 10 *! ^ irecdy ^ tbei r own action, but 
Church,’^hkHe ruLs^anTl aU ‘ h ° rity - F ° r tbc ^lers of the 
to cut off obstinately rebellious 'mf S °j ety ’ have the ri 8 ht 
from the social body until thev ™ m ^ ers , and to separate them 
This exclusion from the bodv-mVH ^ ^ SCnses again - U 
tence of ecclesiastical authoritv o ^ 1 ^ r0ugllt abou t by the sen- 
member may be prevented from ^ tota * or on ly Vartial. A 
of the rights which belong a few or even many 

Without being erased from memblv * ~ ember in that society, 
i.een in the past, and still are v-ir- lp ' ^hat is why there have 
on. - Excommunicated people'are d^vi^j 8 * 668 excom munica- 
o crated excommunicates and to be sh* U J nt ° tW0 main classes: 
atter are those who have been sWl^ The 

ohc See for exclusion from the rest of T* ^ mme the Apos- 
either by the law itself, or by a pubH c d" and have, 

denounced as to-be-shunned (s^CIC a " d Sentence ' b “" 
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Concerning membership in the Church, the more probable 
opinion is that to-be-shunnecl excommunicates are excluded from 
membership in the Church; tolerated excommunicates—provided 
no condemnatory or declaratory sentence has been passed on them 
—seem to remain members of the Church. One point to be noted 
is that it must be clearly shown in the decree of the Apostolic 
See that the Church intends to cut off such persons from Church 
membership. 13 

That the Church has the right and the power to deprive men 
of membership in the Church is clear from the fact of its consti¬ 
tution as a perfect society. The scriptural foundation for this right 
is solidly founded in Matthew 18:17: “If he pays no attention to 
them, then notify the Church; and if he pays no attention to the 
Church, then treat him as a heathen and tax-collector. n That the 
Church intends to exercise this right is clear from the formula 
found in the Roman Pontifical: “We cut off from the body of the 
Church.” That such excommunications deprive a man of member¬ 
ship in the Church is clearly taught by Pius XII: 

Only those are really to be included as members of the Church 
who have been baptized and profess the true faith and who 
have not unhappily withdrawn from Body-unity or for grave 
faults been excluded by legitimate authority.-MCC 29. 

Scliolion 2. Consequences of baptism in the matter of Church ] 55 
membership. 

From the fact that baptism is properly the cause of engrafting 
into the Church, two facts follow: (a) All validly baptized babies, 
even if they were baptized by heretics and in the midst of dissident 
Christian sects, are members of the Roman Catholic Church. The 
baptismal character conjoins them, not to any sect but to the 
Church of Christ. Moreover, since such children are incapable of 
rational activity (human acts), they cannot cut themselves off from 
the Church by acts of heresy or schism; neither can they be sepa¬ 
rated by the sword of excommunication, for excommunication pre¬ 
sumes guilt. Such children, consequently, remain members of the 
Church until, after reaching the age of reason, they separate them¬ 
selves from the Church by entering into heresy or schism publicly. 

And if in so doing, they act in good faith, they are not deprived of 
all relationship with the Catholic Church. Still, they are not Cath¬ 
olics; they have severed, even though blamelessly, one of the bonds 
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requisite for actual membership in the Church. Should they l )e 
converted in mature life it is often a comfort to them to kno\v° 
are not betraying an ancestral spiritual heritage but simply rehi 
ing to their Fathers house. 14 (b) All validly baptized persons alt ^ 
(objectively) remain stibject to the Church (CIC, 87). Here*^** 
important to disitnguish between being subject to the Church ^ !i 
being a member of the Church. The former term has a far wjd 
connotation and extension. Consequently, though all its memb ^ 
are subject to the Church, not all its subjects are members. So f ” 
example, a visitor in a foreign land is temporarily subject to the 
laws of that land; again, a soldier who is a deserter is legitimately 
tried and punished by the army authorities. Yet, neither the visitor 
nor the soldier is, strictly speaking, a member of the society to 
which he is subject. 15 r 

Similarly, even though public heretics, public schismatics and 
total excommunicates are not actually members of the Church’they 
are never completely deprived of all relationship to the Church 

delibk^T'lT' C t a ™ cter > once reived by these people is in- 
feHoi A n d , althou S h * hey Prevent its unifying force by their own 

invincible ignorance on both count"’ They *°uf *. hey may , bc iD 
outside the sheepfold: whether thev fieri f "'“P T' ndcring 
accord, or were nut out nf c ^ “ e< ^ ^ rom t ^ ie * r own 

they are not exempted from th * Hme because of some disease, 
Church, however, cogent CZs'* ** ^ 

observance of ecclesiastical hw” it u excuse tIlem f rom the 
P- 234). Ca ‘ Iaw ( Lurcher, op. at, I, no. 412, 

" ere,ical Views on Membership i„ tllA ru 

These viewpoints might all be said t Cburcl1 

Day of ,udgment zxciz 

ofc£r£rHl a ? v h,si 

m,„o. 10*27 S 5 r resloreu " ionwith 
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work out your salvation with fear and trembling, a certain type of 
religious mind reappears 10 throughout the ages, that which insists 
on abolishing the trembling, the uncertainty, and wants to be sure 
here and now which persons are going to heaven and which are 
going to hell. The Catholic mentality here might be summed up 
this way: if one knows with certitude which church is Christs and 
enters it, one has a good chance of going to heaven; the heretical 
mentality is: if one knows now positively which people are going 
to heaven, one has a good chance of locating Christ’s Church on 
earth. Consequently, the latter’s criterion for membership in the 
Church has always been something invisible and naturally unde¬ 
tectable like the state of grace or predestination. 

1. All the Predestined and Only the Predestined Are Mem¬ 
bers of the Church. 

Following in the footsteps of Wycliffe and Huss, Calvin 17 
taught that all the predestined and only the predestined are mem¬ 
bers of the Church. This doctrine was condemned by the Council 
of Constance (DB 627 ff.) and by Martin V . 18 How right it was 
to condemn such an aberration stands out from the fact that Christ 
Himself repeatedly and clearly taught that His Church would con¬ 
tain continually even some of those who would eventually end up 
in hell ( praesciti ): read His parables about the wheat and the 
tares, about the net enclosing both good and bad fish, about the 
wise and foolish virgins , 10 about the banquet in which some people 
would be found without wedding garments, etc. All of these par¬ 
ables, which point out vividly that the good and bad will only be 
decisively separated in the next life, clearly show that the Church 
will always contain in her membership some who will be eventually 
damned. Conversely, even though St. Paul was predestined, there 
was a time when he was not a member of the Church—when he 
was the scourge of the Church. The same is true of a number of 
the Church’s early martyrs: they were certainly predestined, but 
there were long years in which they were not members of the 
Church. 

2. Only Those in the State of Grace are Members of the 
Church. 

Following in the footsteps of the early Novatian and Donatist 
heretics, the Lutherans, Quesnel, and the Synod of Pistoia taught 
that any mortal sin separates one from the Church. Consequently, 
only those in the state of grace are members of the Church. This 
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doctrine is likewise heretical and is refuted by: a. the 
mentioned above; b. by our Lord’s own words: ° parab le$ 


"But when your brother does you wrong, go and betwe 
and him alone, convict him of his fault. If he listens to uT ' J ° U 
have won your brother over; but should he not listen t VOU 
then take one or two along with you, so that ‘every case mauho 
decided on the testimony of two or three witnesses ’ If hr b 
no attention to them, then notify the Church; and if he ZT JS 
attention Jothe Church, then treat him as a heathen andC 
collector:'-Unit. 18:15-17. a tax ' 


These words plainly show that in Christs own Church there can 

ride [ftUaSd?how d predes i nati0n - h0W 

loannis evangeliJm 45 I™"*" “ Within ” ( Tractat ™ CXXIV in 

^WTOcSnvJdo^and 8 ^^ V*? themseIves wer ^ used to 
of the Church. That is why St” Tern ? em 3S members 

“Noah’s ark was a figure of the Ch Z ^ n0t hesitate to state: 
both panthers and goats wnlv P ’ * as there were found 

saints and sinners” ( Altercat^lur'f ambS ’ S ° bere also are found 

. i Bn, XII tells'us S° y taf,rch Tf* ^ 

sinners in its midst and we must nnf u Church aIwa y s has some 
though an unrealistic concentio /a Scandaliz ed by that fact 
Christ’s Church operates here on condition s under which 

abstractions, and men always ZT l ? membcrs are men, not 
sinners, so neither does His Church AS Cbrist did not despise 


rFlr 1 ~ct f B °^ ° f H «* Church, just he- 
ito earthly pilgrimage only 0 f ne L™* de U P d *>ring the days 
nredesr 5 ’ COnsists 01 ™iy the conspicuous for their 

merev r? n eternal hap pines f ^ ° f «“°*> whom Cod has 
whom He* , a l ows Place in His Mystical'jf ,, Sa Y' our ’ s infinite 
e en s n i, n ° l cxcluda from ° dy here ^ those 

however grave and enormous i^" 6 * ° f oId - F °r not 
, _ . r oe, is such as to sever 
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a man automatically from the Body of the Church, as does 
schism or heresy or apostasy. . . . 

Let everyone then abhor sin, which defiles the members of our 
Redeemer; but if anyone unhappily falls and his obstinacy has 
not made him unworthy of communion with the faithful, let 
him be received with all afFection and let eager charity see in 
him a weak member of Jesus Christ. For, as the Bishop of 
Hippo remarks, it is better “to be cured within the Church’s 
community than to be cut off from its body as incurable mem¬ 
bers.” “No reason to despair of the health of whatever is still 
part of the body; once it has been cut off, it can be neither 
cured nor healed.”—MCC 30-31; see also 80-81. 


e. Christ Himself instituted the sacrament of penance and left 
it to His Church precisely to heal His members who would through 
frailty fall into sin after baptism (John 20:23). 

Finally, both these condemned doctrines necessarily destroyed 
the visibility of Christ’s Church. Since one cannot normally prove 
even with moral certitude which men are in the state of grace, or 
which men are predestined, it follows from these heretical views 
that one could never know either who are members of the Church, 
or even who are its rulers. 

Objections: 

Against the Catholic doctrine on Church membership outlined 
above, our opponents often cite scriptural passages ° and state¬ 
ments of the fathers of the Church, particularly St. Augustine, 
which seem to belie that doctrine. These passages either extol the 
immaculate sanctity of the Church, or at least seem to exclude 
sinners, and those whose eventual damnation is foreseen, from 
Church membership. 

About the scriptural quotations, one should note that they 
sometimes view the Church according to its final and perfect mode 
of existence in heaven (Church Triumphant); or according to its 

° For example, Eph. 5:25-27: Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ 
loved the Church, and delivered himself for her, that he might sanctify her 
by cleansing her in the bath of water with the accompanying word, in order 
to present to himself the Church in all her glory, devoid of blemish or wrinkle 
or anything of the kind, but that she may be holy and flawless. Other pas¬ 
sages cited as objections are: John 10:27—28; Heb. 3:6; (see Salaverri, op. cit., 
nos. 1083-1086). 
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earthly mode of existence, indeed, but in that ideal fashion ’ 
it appears only in its holier members.® 1 m w ^* c h 

The statements of the fathers are in perfect harmony with 
Catholic doctrine outlined above, if one keeps in mind that / ^ 
beis in the strict sense of the term are not all perfect or 
members of the Church. e ' t mplary 

Members of the Church in the strict sense are those who 
bound to the Church by the three bonds of unity: unity of banH^ 
unit,’ of faith, and hierarchical unity. Still, one must keep i„ S 
that rn the traditional usage by both fathers and theologians it h« 
been and still is customary*” to apply the term "member of the 
Church m a broad sense to men who fulfill only one or another of 
the three conditions requisite for membership, or to those who mav 
loosely be dubbed members when considered under some single 7 

rirmTh i T mbrU ’ >l SeCUndUm quid) - In **» b ™ d usage oi 

e term t has been customary to designate the following classes 
as belonging to the Church in some fashion or other (i.e at lea! 
by implicit desire): (1) those who are joined to it by a! least the 

(2) * h0Se Wh ° aru in * e 
( i* 08 ® who are predestined to heaven. 

meanin ^ 0f *• term 

in a wider, loose meanin’e-w» thecust ° m of also using the term 
real meaning of those m ° ai j? a better position to grasp the 

■night seem^bt a! ^ *** 

For example: (a) It is custo outbned above - 

“y soci ety that if they fail to exhiho rg m o mbers belon S m g *° 
that society or exhibit it very poorK ,l, a t the araCtCn ' i ! : . iC SP “‘ ° f 
cere, or genuine” members of tW * • th y are not 1x11 e > sin ‘ 

an American who has disgraced the UnTn^c S ° We might say ° f 
,* Keep in miod , however ^ Stat « ab ™d: "Oh, he 
SrtriT' 1 of the multifaceted hoK,°L'?J m ^ rS (pas!lve holiness) is 

Head and ^homh is absolutely holy Church. Even during her 

saSaniMs •„“U Ch a riSt “ d *• Holy l^rit ) V s f f au “ °f the holiness of her 
gates for tin* * die teaches holv' in h, 1S spo ^ ess an d holy in her 

holy Jhose h re ch , urch > h °ly in the evanneh^ 6 ^ Iaws -he Promul- 
inexhaustible f»w y , glfts a nd extraordinarv 1 C0Uns ? ,s die recommends, 
(MCC 81) In fallf'w ’ she , Renerates hos ts of thr ° ugh which . with 

that she can tolerated v? lght ‘ ay * *• ‘! nd COnfessors ” 

her exquisite chariH- her as d *d Christ th* S6 S ^ e ,s nature holy 

her, COnce ^ ^Ae*foJk? eien ^ J of sinners - h is 

Pose in mind- to lead , nstai ^ e ^» to keep them at h fa c hildren that allows 
' '° 1Cad them h«ok to the health* of Volin Wi,h hot one pur- 
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is not a real American”—not meaning that he has lost his citizen¬ 
ship, but simply that he does not live up to American ideals or 
standards of behavior. Thus one could speak of Catholics who are 
lacking in interior faith, or even of those living in a state of sin, as 
not being members of the Church even though they seem to be— 
provided one understands by such statements: they are not the 
kind of members of the Church they ought to be. ( b ) If one con¬ 
siders the actual members of the Church—not from the viewpoint 
of their present earthly membership in the Mystical Body, but from 
the precisive viewpoint of their eventual fate in the next life—it 
can be said that those who will eventually be damned are not 
truly and fully members of the Church, insofar as they will not 
always remain within it and will not arrive with the Church at 
the goal of heaven for which they were originally conjoined to it.® 
That the mind of the fathers should be thus put into proper 
perspective when examining statements in which they seem to 
restrict membership in the Church to those who are holy or who 
will eventually reach heaven is clear from the following statements 
of Augustine, the one most appealed to by those who subscribe 
to the notion of an invisible Church: 

Catholics have refuted their [Donatist] calumny about two 
Churches, showing expressly and repeatedly what they have 
claimed: namely, that the Church which now has bad men in 
her midst is not something different from the kingdom of God, 
where there will be no evils, but that one and the same holy 
Church exists now in one fashion, and in a different fashion in 
the future; now she has bad people in her midst, then she will 
have them no longer; just as now she is mortal by the fact of 
being constituted of mortal men, but then will be immortal 
because there will then be in her no one about to undergo even 
corporeal death .-Breviculus collationis cum Donatistis iii. 10. 
20; cited in Parente, Theologia fundamentals, op. cit., p. 183. 

And finally his definitive viewpoint on this matter is found in his 
Retractationes ii. 18: 

Wherever I have mentioned in these books [De baptismo con¬ 
tra Donatistas ] that the Church is without stain or wrinkle, 

° Generally, however, such loose statements should be avoided today: they 
only generate confusion. 
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such statements should not be taken to mean that she ' 
such, but that she is being prepared to be such when h ready 
appear in her glorious state. 21 sile s hall 


Notes 

1. See MCC 84. 

2. Pareute, Theobgia fundamentals, op. cit., p. 183. Salaverri j 
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12. It is certain, for example, that that type of excommunication which 
was used in ancient days to exclude bishops for a time from special associa¬ 
tion with the rest, ordering them to be content with communion with their 
own flock, did not strictly ( simpliciter ) cut them off from the Catholic Church 
(see De Smedt, Diss. in prim, aetat. hist, eccles., [1870], p. 70). And accord¬ 
ing to the present Code of Canon Law, those who are called tolerated excom¬ 
municates, so long as there has been no condemnatory or declaratory sentence, 
seem to remain members of the Church because they retain their jurisdiction 
and can licitly exercise it when asked to do so by the faithful (CIC, 2201). 
Licitly, that is, considered solely from the viewpoint of their excommunicated 
status; for if the exercise of their jurisdiction is such that it requires the state 
of grace, an excommunicate might still perhaps act illicitly from this view¬ 
point. Furthermore, even without such a request, they can validly exercise 
certain ecclesiastical actions (see CIC, 2205). 

13. So Salaverri, op. cit., no. 1024, p. 837. For a fuller treatment of this 
whole matter, see ibid., nos. 1049-54. 

14. It is interesting to note how often this point is mentioned by converts 
in sketches of their conversion. See, for example, some of the spiritual 
biographies in The Road to Damascus and Where I Found Christ edited by 
John C. O’Brien. 

15. See Lercher, op. cit., I, no. 405, 232. 

10. See Ronald Knox’s fine presentation of this point in his book. En¬ 
thusiasm. 

17. See Institutes of the Christbn Religion, IV, c. 1, no. 2-3; Heidelberg 
Catechism, q. 54. 

18. See DB 027, 629, 631. 

19. Matt. 13:24-30; 47-50; 25:1-12. 

20. See, for example, Parente, Theobgia fundamentals, op. cit., p. 182; 
Salaverri, op. cit., bk. Ill, no. 998, p. 829 and no. 1063, p. 853; Lercher, 
op. cit., no. 405, p. 232; and Zapalena, op. cit., II, 342 f. The last named 
author, by the very length of his exposition on the question of the “coexten¬ 
sion of the concepts Mystical Body and Church” (pp. 341-88 and 5o3-97), 
gives sufficient witness to the continuity of this customary usage of the terms 
“Mystical Body” and "member of the Church” in a broad sense, even though 
he himself vehemently questions its legitimacy. 

21. Cited in Lercher, op. cit., I, no. 417, p. 237. The same author gives 
a succinct summary of the gradual evolution of Augustine’s ecclesiology from 
its rudimentary stage to its mature development, ibid. 
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I. Preliminary Remarks 

II. Errors: 

1 . Minimizing the necessity of the Church. 

2 . Exaggerating the necessity of the Church. 

III. Terminology: 

1. Necessity of precept 

2 . Necessity of means 

3 ' 4e C nn^ * "T* from the natur « * the ease or 

the positive ordination of God. 

4. Meaning of an implicit desire. 
oposmoN: By Christs institution the Roman CathoUc 
Church is necessary for salvation for all men 
by necessity of means. 

Analysis of Proposition 
Proof: 1 . Church’s magisterium 

2 . patristic tradition 

3. theological argument 

Corollary: Some Union with the Church, at Least in Desire, 
u Absolutely Necessary for all Men for Sal- 

sZ'IZ 2 . ™tf„ e ce ‘ he Church A- - no salvation.” 
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NECESSITY OF BELONGING TO THE CHURCH 


|. Preliminary Remarks 

At this juncture it is customary to inquire: is it necessary, or 
more precisely, in what sense is it necessary to belong to the Roman 
Catholic Church in order to be saved? Since the Catholic answer 
to this question is often caricatured as meaning: “all non-Catholics 
are automatically damned,” it is well to have the precise point at 
issue clear from the outset. The point here under discussion must 
not be confused with the question: which men are actually saved? 1 
For that is God’s secret, to be disclosed on the Day of Judgment.* 
The question here discussed is the Church as a means to salvation 
and the necessity of making use of that means. 

II. Errors 

In discussing the necessity of the Church it is possible to err 
either by minimizing, or by exaggerating that necessity. 

1. By minimizing. In this category fall all the various shades 
of opinion favoring religious indifferentism. Those who claim that 
no revealed religion and no church is necessary for salvation, but 
simply ethical goodness; those who hold that all churches and a 
religions equally lead to salvation ( one religion is as good as 
another”); those who subscribe to the “branch theory of C V 
tianity (Anglican-Orthodox-Roman). Finally, to be included in this 
category are those theologians who out of mistaken zeal for the 
conversion of dissident Christians watered down the doctrine on 
the necessity of the Church to the point of “reducing it to a mean¬ 
ingless formula,” as Pius XII put it . 2 

2. By exaggeration. In this category fall the unfortunate 

• It should be noted here that the question of “the salvation of infidels” 
cannot be treated exclusively from the viewpoint of ecclesiology. OAer tracts 
of theology discussing “Gods salvific will (yol. IV). the distnbut.on of 
actual grace” (vol. VII), “the effects of original sin (vol. V), etc., would be 
involved in an adequate treatment. 

( 255) 


158a 




Christ’s church 

Father Feeney 3 and his followers, who hold that onl 
are actually members of the Roman Catholic Church / k Who 
and exclude the possibility of salvation for even be Save ^, 

faitli neatly dubbed by Msgr. Knox "unconscious CathaP’^ g0 ° d 
meant men who, though in invincible ignorance of * Kn °* 
nature of the Catholic Church, are nonetheless related \ UniqUe 
lmphcit desire and who, if saved, will be saved hi t0 lt 
Church.® To the sanre ca.egcy be.ongs the^ <fc a ° f !'* 

“ - i ~ *> - 

159 III. Terminology 

general types of necessity arerfto? • ° f necessit y* Two 

and necessity of means. guished: necessity of precept 

ami; e^-vely the type ° f which 

mandment. It conduce ”. b,igat,on & « the result of a com- 

influx as by the removal of obs/T ^ S ° ITlucb b ^ Positive causal 
not observed, serious sin is com !° Sa vation - I{ the precept is 
to salvation. Consequently ner and sin itseJ f is an obstacle 

adults, since they alone are 1? °c PreCept: (a) refers onI V t0 
and those mentally equivalent^ m ° ral obli S ations ; children 
ce Pt; (b) ceases jLt as ^ are not b °ond by pre- 

one from a moral obligation so tW^k Pre . Sent a cause excusing 
S f C £ m CaUSe “ bla meless ignoranrp b , ere 1S n ° ^ uestion of sin; 
what 1 ^" 8 ^ 6 comman dment. ( ; ) ° 1 '^ e ^P orar y impossibility 

S ^ 

for^a? ny « qUeSti0n of mora,, °hhgaUon . something-abstracting 
or saWahou: it „ a causa , a ™a ns requisite 

attained"^ f bat witbout that cause V leadin g to salvation in 

sary for' the the Cann0t bC 

> ior the beginning 0 f life, food f„V a generati °n is neces- 

ror the maintenance of life. 
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In the supernatural order priestly power is necessary to consecrate 
the Eucharist. 

Consequently, it follows that: (a) the absence of something 
necessary by necessity of means can prevent the salvation even of 
babies (i.e., lack of the gift of sanctifying grace); (b) salvation 
does not become automatically assured to a person merely because 
he is guiltless in failing to use some means requisite for salvation. 
In the natural order, for example, a lifeboat or a life-preserver is 
a necessary means to keep afloat if a ship sinks. The mere fact of 
not being guilty of negligence in securing a life-preserver, or of 
getting into a lifeboat would not save a man from drowning. 

3. A thing may be necessary by necessity of means either 
by its very nature or by the positive ordinance of God. In the 
first case there is such an intrinsic relationship between means 
and end that no substitute can take its place. Such a means is said 
to be absolutely necessary. Such a relationship obtains in the 
natural order between the human eye and the act of seeing; in the 
supernatural order between grace and the beatific vision. 

Necessity by positive ordinance results from an extrinsic bond 
established between two things by God’s fiat: so the sacrament of 
baptism as a remedy for original sin. Such a means can have a 
substitute, or the means can be supplied for in some other way 
than its actual use. In the supernatural order baptism of water is 
a necessary means for the remission of original sin and the recep¬ 
tion of sanctifying grace. But a catechumen who is martyred for 
Christ before he can be baptized has his sins remitted, and receives 
sanctifying grace by his "baptism of blood.” 

Such necessary means, set up by God’s ordinance, are said to 
be not absolutely, but disjunctively 7 necessary. That is, the means 
must be employed either actually or in desire (in re or in voto). 
Notice, however, that the external means as actually employed and 
the substitute for it-the internal desire of making use of the 
external means—are .not two distinct and different means. Rather, 
they are related to one another as the perfect and imperfect, 
the full and partial use of one and the same means . 8 

4. Finally, the desire of using some means requisite for salva¬ 
tion signifies the sincere will to make use of the means instituted 
by God. This act of the will may be explicit, as in the case of a 
martyred catechumen who longed to receive baptism of water but 
was prevented by his own death; or implicit, that is, necessarily 
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interwoven and included in some more extensive act of the n • 
So, for example, a pagan who loved God with his whole heart ' 
was innocently ignorant of the necessity of Christian bant^ 
would implicitly desire baptism by the following act: “I want* 1 * 1 * 
use all the means that God has prescribed for salvation ” or "r 
want to do everything that God wants me to do to get to heaven ” 
From the preceding discussion of terminology it should be 1 ' 
that anything winch is required for salvation by necessity of means 
is likewise required by precept, either by a positive or, at least ^ 
connatural precept: for whoever obliges a man to reach a goal b 
that very fact obliges him to use the means necessary to the goal 


160 Proposition. By Christ's institution the Roman Catholic Church 
is necessary for salvation for every man by necessity of means. 
Analysis of Proposition: 

This proposition asserts that the Church is necessary for salva 
tion not only by precept, but also by necessity of means. Secondly 
it asserts that the necessity of means" spoken of arises not from 
the very nature of the case, but by the positive institution of Cod. 

nTahLfr, Tf^.° f meam ” Sp ° ken of should be understood 
dtW but disjunctively; i.e„ the means must be employed 

means ^e^ not°h ft Finally ’ &e desbe of using the 

rLtZicanlV 0 u exp cit; if may also be 

sary f^sah.ation hv 1 °"- pr0posiHon - Tba t the Church is neces- 
olic faith; that the Church V? ece & ls a dogma of divine and Cath- 
theologically certain • The T " eCGSSary , by necessity of means is 

cept and neces^ of wJTT* 1 “ ° f ^ 

documents of the Church. 10 * GXp lcitl y stated in the official 


161 Proof: 


used by the Church cteady ‘tltttfyT ^ pro f essions °f f aith 
for salvation as a dogma of faUb c° 5® necessit y of the Church 
posed to the Waldensianc k,,' r ° ttle profession of faith pro- 
heat and profess ^ bebCTe h 

heretics, but the holy, Roman r 1 ,. urcb > not a church of 
• It need ha.ai . . , ’ ' h ° lc ’ apostolic Church. We 
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believe that outside this Church no one is saved” (DB 423; TCT 
150). 

( b ) Ecumenical councils proclaim clearly the same dogma. The 
Fourth Council of the Lateran (1215) declares: “Indeed, there is 
but one universal Church of the faithful outside of which no one 
at all is saved and in which the priest himself, Jesus Christ is the 
victim” . . . (DB 430; TCT 659). The Council of Florence 8 (1438- 
1445) is even more explicit: 

The holy Roman Church believes, professes, and preaches that 
“no one remaining outside the Catholic Church, not just pagans, 
but also Jews or heretics or schismatics, can become partakers 
of eternal life; but they will go to the ‘everlasting fire which 
was prepared for the devil and his angels’ (Matt. 25:41), unless 
before the end of life they are joined to the Church. For union 
with the body of the Church is of such importance that the 
sacraments of the Church are helpful to salvation only for 
those remaining in it; and fasts, almsgiving, other works of 
piety, and the exercise of Christian warfare bear eternal rewards 
for them alone. And no one can be saved, no matter how much 
alms he has given, even if he sheds his blood for the name of 
Christ, unless he remains in the bosom and the unity of the 
Catholic Church.”—DB 714; TCT 165. 

(c) From papal pronouncements: Pius IX (1846-78) recapitu¬ 
lates the traditional Catholic teaching on the necessity of the 
Church in the following lucid statement which precludes any dis¬ 
tortion of the Church’s doctrine either by minimizing it, or exag¬ 
gerating it: 

It must, of course, be held as a matter of faith that outside the 
apostolic, Roman Church no one can be saved, that the Church 
is the only ark of salvation, and that whoever does not enter it 
will perish in the flood. On the other hand, it must likewise 
be held as certain that those who are affected by ignorance of 
the true religion, if it is invincible ignorance, are not subject 
to any guilt in this matter before the eyes of the Lord. Now, 
then who could presume in himself an ability to set the boun¬ 
daries of such ignorance, taking into consideration the natural 
differences of peoples, lands, native talents, and so many other 

° For a proper interpretation of this statement, see Scholion below: "Out¬ 
side the Church no salvation.” 
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factors? Only when we have been released from the b 
this body and see God just as he is (see I John 3.2) shn of 
really understand how close and beautiful a bond joi ns j. ' Ve 
mercy with divine justice. But as long as we dwell on 
encumbered with this soul-dulling, mortal body, let us T™ 1 ’ 
ciously cling to the Catholic doctrine that there is one g'a 
one faith, one baptism (see Eph. 4:5). To proceed with fnr+k 
investigation is wrong.—DB 1647; TCT 174. ner 

Similarly Pius XII in his encyclical Mystici Corporis emphasizes the 
necessity of the Church for salvation in his warm, urgent appeal 
to non-Catholics to return to the Church of Christ: 


From a heart overflowing with love We ask each and everyone 
of them to be quick and ready to follow the interior movements 
of grace, and to look to withdrawing from that state in which 
they cannot be sure of their salvation. For even though unsus- 
pectmgly they are related to the Mystical Body of the Redeemer 
in desire and resolution, they still remain deprived of so many 

fa 6C tlTc t S v nd A I \ fr0m Heaven ’ which <*e can only enjoy 
Uniti a nf° h f ^ ChUI ? h ' May they then enter into Catholic 
^ T ^’ i U “ ted Wldl u l in th e organic oneness of the Body 

of J ZS£T m 7r!u ey haSten t0 the 0ne Head in the societv 
^d Wh W • > i th Persevering prayer to the Spirit of love 

£££ ZlTl with open arms to rehim «* a 

italics ou^ ’ b t0 their ° Wn ’ thdr Father ’ s house.-121; 


merernSefiw “of “ “‘""7 P ° Ssibly be understood as meaning 

parison with NMh-s^r which t e st r w a bringS l thiS ° U * * he C °' n ' 
for escaping the flnnrl tv , Was surel Y a necessary means 

of means, but not absolute P ° pe s * eachi ng implies a real necessity 
in the case of those who labor Smce he ad mits an exception 

the same exception ""“"^erahle ignorance. And 

derstood as referring to actual memh^T- mUSt necessari| y be un ‘ 
Similarly the words of p“s MIf rSh ' P the visible Cb urch. 
and refer to actual membership ° f mCanS 

begged to withdraw from that stat* • Ch ^ rc ! 1 - If non-Catholics are 
of their salvation it is because the ChiT^ they Cannot be sure 
to salvation, and remaining outside if I? 1S 3 necessar y means 
many precious gifts and helps from Hen ^ f*® <deprived of s ° 
PS from Heaven which can be enjoyed 
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1 j n the Catholic Church.” Still, the necessity of means alluded 
”0 should be interpreted not absolutely, but disjunctively (it is 
necessary to be joined to the Church in fact or at least in desire), 
since the pope admits such non-Catholics may be unwittingly 
joined to the Church by some more generic act of the will even 
though they verbally deny any such affiliation: “For even though 
unsuspectingly they are related to the Mystical Body of the Re¬ 
deemer in desire and resolution. ...” 

2. Patristic testimony: From the very earliest days of the Church, 161a 
sacred tradition shows a clear-cut view of the Church as a religious 
society outside of which no one can be saved. This truth is enunci¬ 
ated in a threefold way: (a) in the axiom: “Outside the Church 
there is no salvation”; (b) in the metaphor of the ark of Noah 
outside which no one is saved; (c) in the figure of the Church as 
a mother without whom no one can receive life. Here are a few 
citations of many others which could be adduced: 

Ignatius Martyr: “Do not be deceived, my brethren: if anyone 
runs after a schismatic, he will not inherit the Kingdom of God” 
(Epistula ad Philadelphenses 3. 3). 

Irenaeus: “Those who are outside the Church, are outside the 
truth. . . . Those who cause schisms are fools who do not have 
the love of God” (Adversus haereses iv. 33. 7). 

Cyprian: “You cannot have God for your Father if you have not 
the Church for your mother. If there was escape for anyone who 
was outside the ark of Noe, there is escape too for one who is 
found to be outside the Church” (De unitate ecclesiae 6; ACW 
trans.). 

Lactantius: “The Catholic Church alone possesses the true re¬ 
ligion. Here is the fountain of truth, here the household of faith, 
here the temple of God, into which if one does not enter, or if he 
departs from it, he is excluded from the hope of eternal life and 
salvation” (Divinae institutiones iv. 30. 11). 

Augustine, commenting on Cyprians words cited above, ob¬ 
serves: 


Let us love the Lord our God, let us love H.s Church, He as a 
Father, she as a Mother; He as our Lord she as His bride, for 
we are the children of that bride. But this marriage is accom¬ 
panied by immense love. No one can offend the one and please 
the other. Let no one say, "Yes, I go idol-worshipping and con- 
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suit fortunetellers, but I do not quit the Church of G 1 
a Catholic.” Holding on to the Mother, you have insult i am 
Father. Neither let someone else say, "Heaven forbid til ^ 
should consult fortunetellers, or go in for sacrilegious • 1 
tions, or adore demons; but I admit that I am partly a 
What good does it do you not to offend the Father ^ 
insult the Mother? What good is it if you confess the Lord v° U 
honor God, you even preach God, acknowledge His Son ^ 
confess Him to sit at the right hand of the Father when vn 
blaspheme His Church? en you 

You ought to be able to learn these truths even from th* 
example of human mairiage. If you had a famous employer for 
whom you worked daily, whose portals you crossed, and before 
whom you-I do not say saluted, but prostrated-and to whom 
>ou showed constantly the deepest reverence, and you were to 
prattle just one misdeed of his wife; would you dare enter 
Ins home again? Cling therefore, dearly beloved cl inn- r, 
pletely to both God, your Father, and'to wthi X' 
Church .—Enarrationes in psalmos 88. 2. 14. 

Mty'rf'thrChuroh?’ 6 fathCTS ° f the C1,Urch insist *• neces- 
& JSLSTS " 3 means . to » is also clear from 

absolutely, but dTsjuttiveTy “Si tb °1 “ ,*° be taken not 
vehemently teach that thn Ch u ° ne hand ’ a11 1116 fathers 
theless they admit that not alTthn * °T t0 salvation > none ‘ 
Church’s membershin t * 0Se W ^° are actua ^y outside the 
act as a ft St. Augustine 

Church for salvation, he says “No^nfa!? ° f ^ '! e “ ssity of ,he 
eternal unless he has CWf’f r? ne amves at salvation and life 
Chris, for his Heal But °" e “» 

ShS" A ?I De unittt,e ecc ^ l“ 49) r,StS body whj ' ch iS the 
for those who’are ntTactolly the Polity of salvation 

speaking of catechumeTXo “"**".«*.*• Church for, (a) 
received baptism, he says- “For n," 1 cbanty before they have 
effect of baptism] when ft is ” he " “ fulfi 'led invisibly [the 
necessity of death that prevented ° f reli g ion . but the 

ftr £ i 9 >- «> s 
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ness, no matter how perverse or false that doctrine may be, and 
particularly if they have not given rise to that doctrine because 
of any outrageous presumption, but have simply received it 
from parents who were seduced and fell into error, and pro¬ 
vided they are in search of truth with prudent inquiry, and are 
prepared to relinquish their errors should they discover the 
truth, should in no wise be rated as [formal] heretics .—Epistula 
43 (162). 1. 

(c) Finally, Augustine constantly teaches that in addition to the 
public road which leads to salvation, there are also hidden and 
extraordinary paths: “Since Divine Providence does not simply take 
care of individual men in private fashion as it were, but takes 
care of the entire human race—you might say—in public fashion, 
what He does for individuals, the God who does it and they for 
whom it is done alone know; but what He does for the entire 
human race, He willed to make known by history and revelation” 

(De vera religione 25. 47 ).° 

3. Theological argument. That the Church is necessary for salva- j $ j b 
tion by necessity of means in the sense previously described can 
be argued theologically in this way: 

Christ conferred on His Church alone all the means which lead 
to salvation. For Christ decreed and ordained that it was through 
the ministry of His Church alone that all men should receive that 
faith without which it is impossible to please God; and the sacra¬ 
ments “through which all real holiness either begins, or^ having 
been begun is increased, or having been lost, is restored;” 11 and, 
finally, the instruction which is necessary to attain holiness in 

this life. . n 

But if union with the Church is the only way to share in all 
the means designed for salvation, this union itself is necessary by 
necessity of means. But then arises the question: Is this necessity 
absolute or not? At this point we presuppose what we shall prove 
in another place, and what Cod’s own justice evidently requires 
anyhow: namely, that men who are in invincible ignorance of the 
true Church of Christ, but are seeking God with their whole heart, 

•ThU mptanhor of the “public road” (the Church) and the "private 
paths^should not be pushed in its figurative expression 
these “private paths” are other “churches inferior to the Catholic Church but 
sufficient for salvation. If that were Augustine s meaning he would not have 
had to refer us to the inscrutable mysteries of Divine Providence. His problem 
would have been solved. 
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will not incur eternal damnation. But if these two facts 
taneously true: that the Church is necessary by necessity^/ Siniu ^ 
for salvation, and yet, some men purely by accident can 
salvation without actually becoming members of the Ch ° i/ tain 
consequence is tliat the Church is a means necessary f or ’ - bc 
not absolutely, but disjunctively: one must be joined to th* ru* 10 !' 
if not in fact, at least in desire. ^ hurch 

That the Church is necessary for salvation by necessity of 
cept needs no laboring; it is clear from the words of Christ 
self: “ Preach the gospel to all creation; he that believes and is b'Z' 
tized will be saved; he that does not believe will be condemn, 
(Mark 16:15-18). And, -ft* should the people not make you ZeU 
come and not listen to your preaching , leave that house or town 
and shake the dust off your feet. I tell you the plain truth: on Jude 

3?*** f less hard Sodom and GomorrhaZn 
w,th that town (Matt. 10:14-15). And ‘7 am telling you the plain 
truth unless a man is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter 
the kingdom of GodT (John 3:5; conjoin with I Cor. 12:13) 


162 Corollary 

nec|p;;ro,;^^; r c ^ a h H 0 a n Mea5 ' in desire ' is abso,ute,y 

Hon otftf Churr int ^ cons,ant| y in the demonstra- 

it will receive evnli S . n ^? essit y } lt: J las done so incidentally. Here 
the sincere desire or mGanS Simply 

desire may be eithpr I i act ually entenng the Church. This 

entering the Church is in ^'T l ^ M^* 0 **- An implicit desire of 
God has commanded. Th^corolT ^ determination to d ° <*» that 
or relationship with the Church *7 that a spiritual union 
ship), by at least the implicit rW- ° f P ?°. sed to actua l member- 
lutely necessary for those wh ^1° joining its ranks, is abso- 
actually wandering around out d fault ° f their own are 

exception to this pri^e “S «■ °">y one 

die by martyrdom. But this ic ^ \ non haptized children who 

W ‘^h will be discussed when we ttkenl°fi! ther singuIar Privilege 

he truth of the corollary flows P the sacrament of baptism, 
demonstrated in other tracts of th tW ° fact * which are 

absolutely no one is saved unless W ^ The first * a <* * that 
grace, he second fact is that no oneV° f sanctif yi n S 

(With the exception men- 
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tioned above) who is actually outside the Church receives the gift 
of sanctifying grace unless he has elicited such acts as necessarily 
include the desire of entering the Church. 

Scholion 1. “Outside the Church there is no salvation” 

From the matter previously discussed, it should be relatively 
easy both to explain and to defend that slogan—often misunder¬ 
stood and bitterly complained against by non-Catholics—which the 
fathers of the Church and the Church itself take as an axiom: 
“outside the Roman Catholic Church there is no salvation.” The 
axiom should be strictly understood as referring to actual union 
with the visible Church; but its full and correct meaning is: anyone 
who by his own fault lives and dies outside the Church will 
definitely be damned. That the axiom is understood by the Church 
only with that qualification is obvious from its clear teaching that 
no one will go to hell without serious guilt on his part. 

We all know that those who are afflicted with invincible igno¬ 
rance with regard to our holy religion, if they carefully keep 
the precepts of the natural law that have been written by God 
in the hearts of all men, if they are prepared to obey God, and 
if they lead a virtuous and dutiful life, can attain eternal life, 
by the power of divine light and grace. For God, who reads 
comprehensively in every detail the minds and souls, the 
thoughts and habits of all men, will not permit, in accordance 
with his infinite goodness and mercy, anyone who is not guilty 
of voluntary fault to suffer eternal punishment.-Piux LX, Quanto 
conficiamur mcerore (1863); DB 1677; TCT 178. 

° The condemnation of proposition 17 in the Syllabus of Errors (Dec. 8 , 
1864): “There is good reason at least to h °P e /°^ ^ ™ ) 

those who are in no way in the true Church of Chnst ( . ’ . R t 

—might seem, on casual reading, to contradict the teac mg^SWfjV 1 , ' - 

an inspection of the context of that condemnation (see DB 1647 and 1677 
TCT 174 and 178) clearly shows there is no contradiction. 
was condemned because and precisely insofar as it favors reh^ous mbffer- 
entism. For enunciated in such universal and unqualified fashion itches that 
any religion at all leads equally to salvation. See Heiner, Der Syllabus, p. 96. 
C. Romein, Extra ecclesiam nulla salus, sfctWnm 'j/jS"" 

(1908, Forschungen, VIII, 4); P. Lippert, “Die alleinseligmachende kirche, 

SM, FinaUy 84 since 1 no man can presume to set the boundaries of invincible 
. * y \p;.,c TY CPC DB 1647; TCT 174 cited above), no man can 
declare peremptorily’ that this or that individual, who ’ 

the Church, is saved or damned. And no one can state confidently whether 
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Why, then, do we not usually add explicitly the words- ‘ 
his own fault,” and thus avoid unnecessary confusion? Fo r 
reasons. First , because the axiom is a penal sentence, and the^ ^ V ° 
of penalty by its very nature presupposes guilt. Secondly , l )( ? c ° ° n 
the axiom helps to inculcate the truth that by the ordinary d U86 
of Gods providence only the Church can lead one to salva!^ 
and consequently that anyone who is outside the Church, no rn, tf° n 
how he got there, is there where salvation is per se unobtainabl^ 
Finally, Christ Himself did not speak in any less brusque fashion 
for He did not use any expressed qualification when He stated 
“He who does not believe will be condemned ” (Mark lfi lfi. ' 
Matt. 10:14-15). ’ See 

So much for the exact meaning of the axiom we have been 
discussing. Now if one seeks not the historical usage and meaning 
of the axiom-, but the Catholic truth about the necessity of the 

Church for *_iL*_. J 
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Church for salvation, there is nothing to prevent 

' n . i ma ™f r: , D ° ?" e “ saved wh ° *'» ^wise whatso- 


Z2 C cZl:t Cath0,iC Ch T"' i e - is not relatecTto the 
visible Church by even an implicit desire. 


Scholion 2. Tolerance. 

in tteTr^le i, C :‘ h ° t liC ,? hUrCh - “ view <* “>e doctrine contained 
note ?^TbSr ed ° f bCing int0lerant - ™ sI 'ould 

EtymlgS; 5 4e word er f l Ce “ ‘ he Sphere of re,igion ' 

bear patiently with sompiV.- , means n °t to repress, or to 

bearing with an evil is sn ln ^. wblcb We is evil. Whether 

the circumstances of the cTse and '? rtU0us . 0r vicious depends on 
ticing tolerance. But apart from its m ? h * e of the P erson P rac - 
tolerance has often been used in meaning, the term 

minded, benevolent view of nil" 10 !- 6111 tlmGS t0 si S n,f y a broad- 
may be, and a kindly attitude to all however erratic they 

Apart from these Dr Z their members, 

theological manuals to distin l g^U s h 0 !l 1 0nS, bas been customary in 
matw ’ Political, and individual. ^ of tolerance: dog- 


the number saved nF . , 

Stt itiKii ri!: N ? , “ *? fa ? raemWs <* *• 

dens), it does not j? rs k ,p V s , ac hieved only bv w* 0 ™ fact that salvation 
only rarely S “* foU ^ that sZSnTobf ? XC j Ption ( ^cr occi- 

1S °otained in this manner 
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a. Dogmatic tolerance ° is that type by which a man professes 
that the various Christian religions-and, in fact, all the religions— 
are equally good or equally bad. This conception which masquer¬ 
ades under the pleasant name of tolerance is nothing other than 
religious indifferentism and is proscribed and condemned by the 
Catholic Church. Really, it is a fatuous viewpoint as one non- 
Catholic theologian has acutely observed: 12 


What “religious” tolerance means is often misunderstood both 
by professedly Christian people and, equally important, by dis¬ 
believers and the indifferent. Tolerance does not consist of an 
eager assertion that religion and unreligion are all of a piece 
or that one religion is as good as another: that snake worship 
in the backwoods of Kentucky is as noble as what goes on at 
the Riverside Church under Dr. Fosdick; that voodoo incanta¬ 
tions are as intelligent as that which is taught at the Catholic 
University in Washington or at Andover Newton Theological 
School; that there is no difference, really, between casting one’s 
babies into the fire before Moloch, on the one hand, and the 
Sacrifice of the Mass or the Friends Meeting on the other; that 
every form of Christianity is equally reverent, perceptive, and 
moving; that you pay your money and nonchalantly take your 
choice and it makes no difference whatever. 

To say such things is not to be tolerant but to talk nonsense. 
Tolerance means, rather, a willingness to let any man have cult, 
creed, and code that are different from one’s own until one can 
persuade the man that one’s own are better. . . . 


b. Political tolerance means that the civil authority in a Catholic 
country may grant public liberty of worship and equal political 
rights to the adherents of false religions as well as to Catholics. 
Such tolerance, in circumstances such as are found in many coun¬ 
tries today, is not only licit but it can even be necessary. This point 
will be discussed at length in the chapter: Church and State. 

c. Individual tolerance means that acting as individual men 


° Some recent theologians feel that the commonly used phrase ‘ dogmatic 
tolerance” is an unhappy choice of terminology because it is literary coinage 
belonging strictly to the philosophy of religious indifferentism. One is then 
in the position of borrowing the language of relativist tolerance, outside of 
which the expression makes no sense” (Albert Hartmann, S.J., Toleranz und 
Christlicher Glauhe [1955] p. 65; see RSR [1955], p. 629) Briefly, one 
cannot speak accurately of truth as such being intolerant. Truth as such 
simply asserts itself for what it is: universal and exclusive of error. 
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we should sincerely fulfill our duties of justice, fairness, and 
towards our non-Catholic brothers. This type of tolerance °/ arity 
really be described as fraternal charity; it is not onlv 1 • ° U ^ 
strictly obligatory. lcit ’ but 

Generally speaking, the Catholic Church is animated by 
ing zeal to spread the true faith everywhere and, once it has^ ° V 
planted, to preserve it in its integrity. But the Church never c^ 
mands or approves that in spreading or conserving the faith°>* 
children should indulge in dishonest or imprudent tactics It 
demns and strenuously combats errors, but those who are in en"' 
are followed with maternal love in accord with that saying °f 
St. Augustine: “Hate only sin; love sinners” (Sermo 49[23^1 7) ° 
Experience itself usually testifies that Catholic men in their 
normal daily life do not usually hate or consider their non-Catholic 
fellow citizens to be of little value, or worthless. Contrariwise 
it is not an unusual thing to find that men who are forever talking 
and wnhng about tolerance, and proclaiming it as the epitome of 
vrtue, are frequently' infected with religious indifference or ani- 
n ted by an implacablc hatred towards the Catholic Church One 
toenW ■iaSST th r h th k e hi f^ of nineteenth-century Con- 

often used as a n!" I- r Se ° t Mt * le n0 ^ c name of liberalism was 
otten used as a mask for an antireligious crusade. 


1. Zapalena, op. cit., II, 309 

em ^ 27 (NCWC translatimh fm „ fa]w eirmjsm „ sm u _ i2 

Cu S kmg“of*Boam er Ue t lltto 0l tett 0ffi ^ e <AugUSl ®> 1949 >. >° Archbishop 
U9o2); EngUsh translation in TCT 266-80 SUPTema is given in AER, 128 
• In Soft Garments, chan 13 “Tk tt 

number of statements in this essaC are1™“!^°"* Catholic," p. 110-19. A 
esen mg the plight 0 £ w , Se y formulated. So, for example, in 

ere ical sects, Knox concludes: “Thai m mviI ? ci ^ e ignorance have joined 
Mv^ 0 l P u°j^ e " dl0 > as ^ ar as we can d ® ans there are quantities and quan- 
related t h, y x ° f C,lrist w ‘thout knowing iPW 6 ’ alreatl y members of the 
si n 6 i?**" 1 B ° d ^ they a SJ P ’ 114 >* Such people may be 
Still, one should not cam 0 n III V? tely not members of it. 

ofT knotty probl t0 *? VSt ‘ Ci Corpo ™ and" w7s & tteT' t - WT ° te this essay 
were oblimv^t Cm t0 un dergraduates not n tu m , Ptlng a popular exposition 
few Plife u P ° PU,ar a Pologe^ s in d ^uisition If one 

Pe ° Ple W ° Uld Wite ^em : no one would l ead ^ a textbook, 
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5. As Karl Adam observes: 

[The Roman Catholic Church] alone is the Body of Christ and without 
her there is no salvation. Objectively and practically considered she is the 
ordinary way of salvation, the single and exclusive channel by which the 
truth and grace of God enter our world of space and time. But those 
who know her not receive these gifts from her; yes, even those who mis¬ 
judge and fight against her, provided they are in good faith, and are 
simply and loyally seeking the truth without self-righteous obstinacy. 
Though it be not the Catholic Church itself which hands them the bread 
of truth and grace, yet it is Catholic bread that they eat.-The Spirit of 
Catholicism (New York, 1954), p. 185. 

See Cardinal Billot’s development of this same point, De ecclesia Chriati 
(5th ed.; 1927), p. 121. 

6 . This opinion is cited and rebutted in Zapalena, op. cit., II, 325-6. 

7. See Salaverri, op. cit., I, bk. Ill, no. 1091. 

8 . Lercher, op. cit., I, 247-8. 

9 . See ibid., loc. cit.; Parente, Theologla fundamentals, op. cit., p. 142; 
Salaverri, op. cit., no. 1095, p. 864. Zapalena, for his part, suggests that the 
doctrine of the Church’s necessity by a necessity of means is not only theo¬ 
logically certain, but implicitly defined: op. cit., II, 311. 

10. Lercher, op. cit., no. 432; Salaverri, op. cit., no. 1095. 

11. DB 843a. 

12. Dr. Bell, canon of the Episcopalian cathedral of SS. Peter and Paul, 
Chicago, as cited in J. Cavanaugh, Evidence for Our Faith (Notre Dame, Ind., 
1952), p. 316. 
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CHAPTER III 


The Roman Pontiff 


The first section of this book demonstrated that the Roman 
pontiff, the successor of St. Peter, by Christ’s own decree possesses 
a primacy of jurisdiction over the entire Church. The nature of this 
primacy must now be examined in detail, and also the prerogative 
of papal infallibility which is included in that primacy. But prior 
to those lengthy questions, two preliminary points connected there¬ 
with need a brief discussion: 

1. The connection of the primacy with the See of Rome. 

2. The origin of jurisdiction in the individual Roman pontiffs. 


Article I 

PRELIMINARY POINTS 

I. The Connection of the Primacy with the See of Rome 
It was stated above that the primacy over the universal Church 
is factually bound up with the episcopal see of the city of Rome 
(see no. 61). It was also stated that the proximate cause of this 
connection was the fact of Peter: (i.e., the historical fact that St. 
Peter went to Rome, assumed the episcopal chair of that Church, 
and remained its bishop until his death (see no. 62). Two specula¬ 
tive questions arise at this point: First, was St. Peters choice the 
sole and total cause of the connection between the primacy and 
the see of Rome? Second, could this connection at some time be 
severed, or is it indissoluble? We shall begin with the second 
question. 

1. Could the primacy be severed from the See of Rome so that, 
for example, it might be transferred to another see like Lyons or 
New York, or even continue to exist without being bound up with 
any particular see whatsoever? In dealing with this question note 
the following points: 
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a. This is not a question of residence. The Roman no tiff 

not cease to be the bishop of Rome merely by the factf • 068 
elsewhere, as for example occurred under the various nn J-L ,iWng 
lived for 70 years at Avignon. 1 lf * s w ho 

b. The possibility of such a severance cannot be denied 

sole score of the fact of Peter considered in itself. For who °p the 
left Antioch to come to Rome, he transferred the primarv f 
one see to the other; and whatever Peter the first pontiff conuT 
in his own person, Peter can also do as living in his succe mn 
unless from some other source there is a reason which makes such 
a transfer impossible. 5 SUca 

Now first of all it is certain that no secular power, and no 
ecclesiastical power inferior to the sovereign pontiff can effect such 

C=£± ria; -H 

(DBn4. S<>me C0UnCil ’ * * decision 'of' alf Ae people'' 

pope'weff 'trZ St I 0babl \ ° PiDi0n h0lds that not even the 
could effect such a semimH ^ Z 1011110 ^ to S et ^er with the pope, 

primacy with the see of Rome ^ connection of the 

matter has never been d ft a , w a k so lutely indissoluble. This 
Ployed by bX p r s d a e n d ned c ' but , the t0 " e ° f the '“guagc em- 
implies this indissolubility d “ reference f0 » strongly 

more common teacC rf twf ™° re ’ * is far and ^ the 
conviction of the faithful i ° ?® lans ‘ finally, it is the staunch 
Christ becoming at same fnh W j° m ^ *^ ea Church of 

Church, appears unthinkable ^ Cate ’ Say kyonnaise-Catholic 

the result of ecclesimtLal^"^ , pri ^ ac 'J and the see of Rome 

“ of ^loginns who in ftl ts^f.a" addiH °" t0 that ha " d ' 

separable from the Roman see sn^i^ the P rimac y was 
efend its inseparability nonethelec theolo S ian s who stoutly 
between the two i s Zy hyVcleliT ^ that the connection 
main am that a separation of the nrim ^ 0 r &W ’ theologians 

Z^c * hat ° ne miRht cSf y fr ° m * he see of Rome ' 

U o the Church; and that actually r T >ald be extremely 
ctually God by His assistance 
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would prevent any pope or council from ever making such a 
change as would cause serious harm to the Church. 

But the more common * opinion holds that the connection 
between the primacy and the see of Rome does not stem merely 
from the bare will of Peter and the fact of Peter insofar as he was 
acting simply as the first pope; rather it holds that in some way 
or other this setup is by divine decree. It holds that either Christ 
or the Holy Spirit positively indicated that the primacy should be 
perpetually conjoined with the see of Rome (by divine law ante¬ 
cedent to the fact of Peter); or that it was divinely decreed that 
whichever see Peter should factually select would thenceforth 
have to be kept as a perpetual condition for succession in the 
primacy (by divine law consequent to the fact of Peter). However 
one explains the matter, the opinion which holds that the connec¬ 
tion stems from divine law, seems both to account more satisfac¬ 
torily for the factual indissolubility and perhaps to be a bit more 
plausible from the viewpoint of the tone of the language employed 
by both councils and popes. Strictly, however, no coercive argu¬ 
ment can be drawn in favor of any of these three Catholic opinions 
from the language of the Church, since the Vatican Council delib¬ 
erately refused to settle the question. 2 In this whole difficult 
question, as Salaverri wisely observes, two extremes should be 
avoided: 

1. one should not too readily grant to the see of Rome privileges 
by divine law which might perchance overly restrict die very 
power granted by divine law to the supreme pontiff as the 
formal successor of St. Peter in the primacy; 

2. one should not unthinkingly concede that the supreme pontiff 
has the power to separate the primacy from the see of Rome, 
since the ancient, constant, and unanimous tradition of the 
Church seems to proclaim their inseparability.-Salavem, 
loc. cit., p. 635. 

• A third opinion, mediating between these two holds that a Roman 
pontiff succeeds Peter to the primacy by divine law, but to t ^ ^“ C ^ a ' r f 
by ecclesiastical law and, consequently, that occupring the epteoopd^chur of 
Rome is only a condition for succession by divme right to the P^cy. From 
the fact of Peter, these theologians infer that the primacy and the Roman 
episcopacy have become absolutely mseparable.-Sdzvem, loc. cit. p. 634 
This opinion is classified by Zapalena as more common among recent authors 
(loc. cit., note no. 35). For a fuller discussion of this whole matter, see Sala- 
verri, toe. cit., nos. 439-458. 
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Corollary. The imperishability of the Roman See 

The above teaching on the complete inseparability 
primacy from the see of Rome involves the imperishability °r 
episcopal see and consequently of the Roman Church R that 
however, not to confuse the city of Rome taken in a purely J T®’ 
sense with the Roman Church itself, i.e., the faithful of that yS1Cal 
united with their bishop. The imperishability of the Roman Ch eg T 
then, means simply this one thing: God will see to it that th 
will never be completely lacking in or from 0 that recion a cr™ 
of the faithful united to their bishop. ‘ g 0up 

167 II. The Origin of Jurisdiction in Individual Roman Pontiffs 

The point at issue is: from whom do the individual Roman 
ponhffs the successors of St. Peter, receive their power of juris- 
diction? We say power of jurisdiction,” because their power of 

ordtoTh ^i* 3 * ° f °* her f h ° PS ’ iS . conferred u P on them by sacred 
I h 10n i, n r' TCnng tblS question it is necessary to distinguish 
between the choice of a person for the papal office and the be 
stowal of power upon that person. 

willld e the°nri m 0 / a r rS °A ,S T adC by the Church ' Since Christ 
not personallv hand V? [ orever ’ an d yet He Himself does 

by name "’hid, man is to be 

Church. Similarly He ldt tothe Ch'^t ^ performed b ? 
manner in which th , . c Church s discretion the particular 

Z ZZZZl T 0f the ca " d i d ate was to be made, 
nor in any way by the Church^“ n0t made by 1116 eIectors > 
God alone. Earlier in this KnnV G bestowal of Rower is made by 

those who taught that thp f 1 eXposed and rejected the error of 

and radically cf^d on £”1 

college of bishops (see no. 44V Chur ^ h as a whole, or on the 
follows, then, that when anv ’ j-^j S con * erre d 0n Peter alone. It 
Church possesses that power oftiT 1 Ual P ° PG dies n ° ° ne in the 
one can bestow that power unon 0 ^ 0 ™^ and ’ conse( l ue ntly, no 
• \v e add th i 6 PerSOn legitimately chosen 

ts* ^■*— 

ful of the Rorr, S su lT oundin g territory that it wn "l S ° me day so i ay waste 

if the bWL C m hUrCh a t0 dWeU 2 that impossible for the faith- 

or New York of his flock wereT “ SUch 30 hy P othesis > 

obliteration of’ its famT* 0 £ hurch would still be • m exile in London 
on ot lts familiar physical landmarks b exis tence despite the 
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to be the new pope. Finally, it is quite connatural that the man 
who is constituted Christ’s vicar should receive his power directly 
from Christ Himself. 

Do not, however, misconstrue the matter in such fashion as to 
imagine that in each individual election of a pope there must occur 
a new bestowal of power. For that ancient bestowal of power by 
which Peter originally received the primacy that was destined to 
endure through the ages, always has its effect, always, as it were, 
comes to life again as soon as anyone is legitimately chosen to 
succeed Peter. That is why the Vatican Council teaches that to 
the Roman pontiff: “in the person of St. Peter was given by Our 
Lord Jesus Christ the full power of feeding, ruling, and governing 
the whole Church” (DB 1826; TCT 206; italics ours). 

Notes 

1. On this matter see the following authors: De Groot, op. cit., q. 14, 
art. 5; Franzelin, op. cit., thesis 12; Granderath, Constitutiones dogmaticae 
Conciliae Vaticanae explicatae, p. 137; Palmieri, De Romano pontifice (2nd 
ed.), p. 409; Der Apostolische Stuhl und Rom (1895). For more recent treat¬ 
ments, see: Lercher, op. cit., I, 210-2; Salaverri, op. cit., vol. I, bk. Ill, p. 
033-5; Zapalena, op. cit., I, 385-7. 

2. See Salaverri, loc. cit., nos. 443-4. 
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THE NATURE OF THE ROAAAN PONTIFF’S PRIMACY 


I. The Catholic Dogma on the Nature and Power nf a 

Primacy 7 me 

II. The Power of the Supreme Pontiff 

Assertion 1 . The power enjoyed by the supreme pontiff is 
a real jurisdiction. 

III. The Jurisdiction of the Supreme Pontiff 

Assertion 2. His jurisdiction is universal 

Assertion 3. His jurisdiction is ordinary 

Assertion 4. His jurisdiction is direct and episcopal 

Assertion 5. His jurisdiction is supreme 

Assertion 6. His jurisdiction is absolutely complete in itself 

IV. Conclusions 

Objections 
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Article II 


THE NATURE OF THE ROMAN PONTIFF’S PRIMACY 


I The Catholic Dogma on the Nature and Power 
of the Primacy 

A generic notion of the primacy was given above when its 
existence was proved (see nos. 44-50). There it was defined briefly 
as: “the full and supreme power of teaching and ruling the uni¬ 
versal Church.” The exact nature of that primacy and the extent 
of its power must now be described more in detail. Our opponents 
in this matter are those who, while admitting along with us some 
sort of primacy established by divine law, pervert the notion of 
that primacy and diminish its rights and power. All such people 
may be classified under the generic label of Gallicans (see no. 43). 

The Catholic dogma on the nature and power of the pnmacy 168 
was defined by the Vatican Counril in these words: 

If anyone says that the Roman PontiB has only the office of 
inspection or direction, but not the full and supreme power of 
jurisdiction over the whole Church, not only m matte. that 
nertain to faith and morals, but also in matters that pertain7° 
fhe dLlpline and government of the “ *hrou£out* 

TCT 211. 

be found by -ferriug ^he arguments aheady^ven * ^ 

-nation of that primacy in the Roman 
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pontiffs (see nos. 61-68). There is no need to renpqf u 
ments here. P those *rg u . 

II. The Power of the Supreme Pontiff 

Assertion 1. The power enjoyed by the supreme pontiff u 
jurisdiction. u K a r eal 

It is a real binding authority which demands as its correl k 
effect a duty, not simply of reverence, but of obedience in the m 
sense of the term. The primacy, then, is worlds apart fro ^ 
mere function of a presiding officer over his associates or confre^ 
Such an officer is merely an equal among equals and has primaev 
over die odiers only insofar as he directs the order to be followed 
in debating voting, etc Neither is the primacy of the pope simply 
an office of direct,on, for the notion of direction connotes counsel 
and persuasion rather than the exercise of genuine authority. 

HI. The Jurisdiction of the Supreme Pontiff 

Assertion 2. The jurisdiction of the supreme pontiff is universal. 

volved Tt mVerSal J °', h “ regard *° phce and t0 the business in¬ 
volved. It is universal in regard to place because it extends to all 

businesstvolTf ‘ hr0Ugh ° Ut **“ -rid; in regard m the 

aXmoraWih’ T” 6 ." extends n »‘ “"ly to matters of faith 
“plineTnd ' * eCcleslas , t,cal ™gisterium) but also to the dis- 
FffiaTv itb, I 6 "' of the entire Church, 

exempt’fmm it " " g “ d *° because no Christian is 

Wher"wo”r ,°f th * ^preme pontiff is ordinary. 

Virtue of his office and ran e * WayS possesses dus Jurisdiction in 
rules out the option „f iK T * at an T « me - This assertion 
act in dioceses outside nf n ° Se W ^,° dlou ^ dlt that the pope could 
say for example, when gre^dish l" s P ecial circumstances, 
diocese, or when lesser !Li * d ^ s ^ urbances occurred in a given 
their office and so forth & ^ not yet been appointed to 

and episcopal. ? diction of the supreme pontiff is direct 

them indirectly upon the faithful UP ° n ^ bisbo P s an d through 
can exercise his own authori^H C °^ mitted to their care, but he 
and individual members of time i y u P° n the individual flocks 
oc s without the mediation of 
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their bishop. The pope himself is a true bishop, i.e., shepherd, 
teacher, ruler, and the proper bishop of all the faithful. Conse¬ 
quently, the power of the pope-the use of that power in daily 
affairs is quite another matter-extends just as much to the faithful 
of the whole world as it does to the faithful of the diocese of Rome. 

As a result, the primacy of the supreme pontiff is not merely 
a primacy of inspection. A person who enjoys prime authority 
merely by right of inspection, does not himself by his own poweT 
directly rule a society; he simply watches over it. He watches to 
see that laws laid down for ruling that society are correctly ob¬ 
served and so forth. If, for example, a committee from the United 
Nations were granted the right to inspect atomic installations in 
various countries and to report its findings to the United Nations, 
it would not thereby possess any right to rule the countries where 
it carried out its work of inspection. Finally, it should be clear 
from this assertion, that the primacy is altogether different from 
the office of an archbishop or patriarch: they do not possess direct 
and episcopal power over the flocks of their suffragan bishops. 

Because the Roman pontiff enjoys direct pastoral authority over 
the entire Church, he is sometimes called: the bishop of the Cath¬ 
olic Church. 1 And because not only lay people, or simple priests, 
but even the bishops themselves are subject to his power, the pope 
can also be called: the bishop of bishops. 

Assertion 5. The jurisdiction of the sovereign pontiff is supreme. 

There cannot be found in any other person or persons, taken 
singly or collectively, a power that is greater or even equal to his_ 
This assertion states, then, that the power of the supreme pontiff 

is greater than: , 

a. the power of any individual bishop or patriarch; 

b. the power of the whole college of bishops taken collectively 

Assertion^ The Jurisdiction of the supreme pontiff is absolutely 

“Thfsute^pSy^o^es in himself alone the plenitude 
^ i nnf mprplv the major portion of that power, 

of supreme pmwer and notme^ co||e?e 

For if tlie plenihJ ^ P jn such fashion that the pope had 
of bishops (in P P bish eve „ considered collec- 

more power thanJ“ only t he largest share of that power; 

but he would not strictly possess the total power without any re- 
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striction. In that hypothesis, the power of the Roman 
still be called "supreme,” but it would not be fl/wX 1 ?™ 5 c °uld 
in itself. It is true that in the aforesaid hypothesis o ■ C ° mplet e 
bishop, and no collection of bishops (exclusive of the ° mdivicl ual 
have power equal to the pope; but the power of the n ^2 VV ° u,cI 
not be absolutely complete in itself. As a matter of fa tlT VV ° U,d 
the supreme pontiff, alone and without the consent o^th h ? Wever * 
or of the Church, can do anything that pertains to the 
powers of the Church. That is why this fourth arti 1 ' Ct f I0nal 
Declaration of the Galilean Clergy was condemned- “In m J* 16 
of faith the supreme pontiff has the principle share and his T, 
pertain to all and each of the Churches, but his judgment 
meformable unless it receives the consent of the Church" “(DB 

171 IV. Necessary Conclusions 

From the doctrine outlined above it should be clear that the 

aM "do l? f * e . SUp f me P° ntiff has no other limits than those 
la,d down by d.vme law, or which the nature and goal of the 
Church—a ^tpintual kingdom—imply. The pope consequently can: 

certain^! t f™ “ *° a " parts of thc Church, reserve 

whatsoever to h' lmSe or tr ansfer an y ecclesiastical case 

in any case wh ,t ° WI> ^.T and receive appeals and recourse 
2 Ve ° eVer u and fr ° m any and aI1 tribunals, 

laid down in^a 1S n0t ° L° d cus toms or by ecclesiastical laws 

sStoSE,"/ zs f what rr er - Thus t,ie third ■***> <> f 

use of7e aitu “ WaS ***% condemned: “The 

they have been founded Tv^e 56 restTaine< -l by the canons, for 
the reverence of the entimworid ^ ^Cod^nd consecrated by 

bishops wiS the p U opeTand 0 - any gC " ernl council < of a " ‘be 
ical council (all the bishons t ,nferior even to an ecumen- 

the second article of tZVecCl **» p0pe >- Tha ‘ is why 
condemned (see DB 1328^ wr-Ju” ° t W Gallican C/ergy was 
Vatican Council state: Wlth g0od reason > then, did the 

authority is unsurpassed fs^nnf °^- tbe Apostolic See, whose 
nor is anyone allowed to nass inr 1 JeCt to revievv by anyone; 

Pass judgment on its decision. There- 
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fore, those who say that it is permitted to appeal to an ecumen¬ 
ical council from the decisions of the Roman Pontiff (as to an 
authority superior to the Roman Pontiff) are far from the 
straight path of truth—DB 1830; TCT 210. 


Finally, from the doctrine outlined above, one should not leap to 
the absurd conclusion that all things are licit to the pope; or that 
he may turn things topsy-turvy in the Church at mere whim. 
Possession of power is one thing; a rightful use of power quite 
another. The supreme pontiff has received his power for the sake 
of building up the Church, not tearing it down. In exercising his 
supreme power he is by divine law strictly bound by the laws of 
justice, equity, and prudence. These laws require that unless neces¬ 
sity or great utility urge the contrary, the pope should, for example, 
respect the legitimate customs obtaining in various places, observe 
prescribed ecclesiastical laws, etc. These laws, even though they 
do not possess a binding power for the pope, do nonetheless nor¬ 
mally have for him a directive power. They also demand that in 
normal circumstances the pope should leave the full running of 
dioceses to their individual bishops in accord with the advice given 
by St. Bernard to Pope Eugene III: 


What could be more unworthy of you than if, while possessing 
the whole, you should not be content with the whole unless 
you also busied yourself feverishly with even the small portions 
and minutiae of the entire business committed to your care ^ 
though they were not really yours and you were stiD^strugg & 
heaven alone knows how, to make them reaUy y^^ You 
are wrong if you think that your supreme a PO °hc power set 
up by God Himself, is also the only power set up by Him. De 
consideratione. III, c. 4, n. 15-17. 

It is possible, of course, us in all dUn. 
abuses to creep£££promLd that the Holy Spirit 

Church herself is e P One final point remains to be men- 
imprudence of individual - O earth aml Mnse - 

»' * » 
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render an account for his decisions to no one but Hi 

visible vicar lie is, Jesus Christ. " n tl ° ne whose 

Objections against the Primacy of the Roman Pontiff 
Objection 1. This tremendous authority of the R 0m 
took its origin in large measure from the decretals r n p ponti & 
Isidore. ‘ * 1 se udo- 

Answer. The Pseudo-Isidorian fraud (middle of the nir.il, 
tury) amounts to little more than this: the ascribing of false V!”" 
to certain official Church pronouncements. Briefly the ‘ , 
and utterances of popes and councils of a later era’were attrihm^ 
to pontiffs of an earlier era. This fact alone should make ekarthal 
the Isidonan collection neither created, nor increased the richts nf 
tlie primacy. h 14 ot 

As a matter of record, the collection attributes nothing new to 
the su Preme pontiff except this one point: no council of bishops 
may e leld without the consent of the supreme pontiff. But this 
mrangcment was not ratified, nor has it ever yet been ratified" 
p , < j 0n [ . dld contribute something to a stricter observance of 
* en lnv0 \ ue ' Particularly in this that it drove home 
T defiiiHv y 16 P0Int th , at a bish °P mi 8 ht uever be deposed by 
ftfou 1 ’ g Tn W ^° Ut thc Consent ° f pope Finally, 

Inturie i rema ^ able T thi "g th at the popes throughout two whole 
decretals to hoist " tj ■ 60 ^ 9_5 ^) "ever invoked these false 

well acquainted authorit y even tho “S h were 

173 ponHff h C as 0 L 2 eed f e il C ° UnCii °J Florence ta ught that the Roman 
by the councils and'canon"’ ^ WiUlin th ® IimitS laid d °'™ 

handed'over by ourVord'les “rL*® P f SOn ° f] St Peter WaS 
ruling, and governing ^ ^ nst power of feeding, 

kai en tois praktikoS tn & U !J. lversa ^ Church (kath hon tropon 
Keros ka^dZtZaZa ^ "J™cl6n, kai en tois 

The Greek should be translated- « j 

which is contained in both thr> 1 accordln g to that measure 
in the canons.” Consequently the _^ C1S10ns of 1116 councils and 
restrictive. y> meaning of that last section is 
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Answer. The whole objection rests upon a false interpretation 
0 f that last section. In the Florentine archives there is still pre- 
served one of the five originals of this decree, written both in 
Greek and Latin, and signed by both the Latin and the Greek 
fathers. In that original document here is how that last section 
reads in Latin: “Quemadmodum etiam in gestis oecumenicorum 
conciliorum et in sacris canonibus continetur” 4 (“. . . as likewise 
is stated in the decrees of the ecumenical councils and in the sacred 
canons”). The meaning, therefore, is not restrictive but confirma¬ 
tory. It gives approbation to what has been said. Furthermore, this 
reading cannot be repudiated on any pretext whatsoever, for it is 
not simply a version but a text equally original and equally authen¬ 
tic with the Greek text. Finally, the Greek text itself can hardly 
sustain the interpretation made of it by our opponents. Even if the 
words kath hon tropon, viewed grammatically, do admit of a 
restrictive meaning, such a meaning is completely excluded by 
the context. How on earth could these two points ever be 
reconciled: Christ Himself conferred on the supreme pontiff abso¬ 
lute fulness of power, yet nonetheless this power is limited by the 
councils and the canons? 

Objection 3. The Council of Constance taught that every man 174 
“of no matter what position or dignity, including even the papal 
dignity,” owes obedience to a general council. 5 

Answer, (a) That decree was not ratified by Pope Marfan 
and consequently has no binding force, (b) Thesedecreesofthe 
fifth session were not issued by the whole council butonly byone 
of its three sections.- (c) At least a large number of the verymem- 
bers of the Council of Constance which issued the decree s 
have had in mind only the case of a doubtful P°F* ,^ d ”’“® 
a case most canonists even now use as an »m: A^doubtftd p^e 
is no pope.”’ We must admit, however, that Cerson 

theologians attributed a universa meanmg over 175 

Objection 4. If the pope e ^ ^re wou!d be tivo imme- 
the faithful outside the Roman see, then tne 


° This decree asserts that a said^schism,” i.e., the 

a council in order to bring a u admission, “an elected pope cannot 

Western Schism. From the couv i ^ present at the council, writes: “That 
be so bound.” I. Turrecremata, jn a universal or unqualified fashion, 

definition or declaration was not jj jqq). See Zapalena, op. cit., 

but for a singular occasion ( 

I, 381. 
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diate pastors governing the same flock, namely th 
bishop of this or that diocese. But this is so awk and the 
untenable: for it could lead to only one thine-r'nnf . as to h« 
It would lead to confusion if govewilT*' 
there were two coequal and independent pastors b ! fl ° ck 
one is supreme and the other is subordinated to him' ^ if the 
be obvious from the normal setup of an army in which th Sh ° uld 
commander had direct authority not only over hi , SUprei *e 
officers but also over all the soldiers and over each 
dier. Good sense dictates simply this one ,h[„g a "ute^'^ 
mander ought not to take over the normal functions of ^ 'T 
ordinate officers either too frequently, or without a eor rl Sub ' 
Objection 5.o If the supreme pontiff were th e hTsf "T, 
Catholic Church, St. Gregory the Great would nr l 10P tbe 
the title, “Universal Bishop, 7 as a sZlL f of T** 
( Epistulae v. 18, 20). smacking of blasphemy.” 

« Answer • St. Gregory rejected this new and unusual title nf 

(b)“eloreVl S C,t0USly C ? b * for a " Churches- 
jorative connotation— ?°1 . WaS cons *^ cnn S the title under a pe- 
nity of other bishnn," C '* f°j d have ~ as meaning that the dig- 
is why he called ft a fi “ cluded com P le tely by that title. That 

blasphemous title be far from Cbrish" 8 ,? f bla *P hem y” : “ Le ' ‘hat 
of all priests woulrl h • Bnstian hearts by which the honor 

madn ess of one 

in oth e erp" S c°M S U ” derUCS “"W* ejection of the title 

was offered** bf^fieredwn^H^r^u this Htle of universality 
the Apostolic See, which I i p ¥ ChaIcedon to the bishop of 
no one of my predecessors ever™™ 0 ^"^ 6 take care of ' But 
. For a Ver c °nsented to use this ill-sound- 

solution" ° b| ““ oas toAo docWneof the primacy and their 

; 30(1 Salaverri, op. clt., I, 644-5. 
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ing title for the reason that if one patriarch is called universal, 
the title of patriarch is taken away from the rest of the patri¬ 
archs.— Ibid., v. 43. 


And again: “It is a very regrettable thing, and one not to be put 
u p with patiently that the aforementioned brother and my fellow 
bishop [Fasting John] should try to get himself called the only 
bishop” (Epistulae v. 21). 

It should be noted, however, that this sinister connotation does 
not belong to the title necessarily. 


Notes 

1 . See, for example, the subscription of the Council of Trent. 

2. See CIC, 283 taken in conjunction with 281. 

3. On this point, see Palmieri, op. cit., thesis 20; C. Bottemanne, “Over 
den invloed der valsche Decretalen op de pauselijke maeht,” De Katholiek, 
77-78 (1880); De Smedt, “Les fausses Decretales,” Etudes Religieuses, 2 
(1870), 77. 

4. The word etiam ("likewise”) is fully written out. Consequently the 
reading which is sometimes found, “Quemadmodum et . . . et . . . , is a 
corruption of the original text. Its origin can easily be explained on the 
grounds that scribes customarily made use of abbreviations. See CoU. Lac., VII. 
1480; C. Bottemanne, “De vervalsching van den tekst der Kerkvergadering 
van Florence,” De Katholiek, 57 (1870), 188. 

5. Council of Constance, Sessions IV and V; see Hefele, op. cit., VII, 1, 
103. 

6 . See Zapalena, op. cit., I, 381. 

7. See, however, the position of Franzelin, op. cit., p. -30 

8 . On the meaning of this tide and its usage, see S. Vailhe, Le litre e 
patriarche oeconomique avant S. Gregoire le Grand, c os r 

P ' 9 5 'e pislulae vii. 19.; see H. Grisar. der Leh ' e 

und Regienmgspraxis Gregors des Groszen, ZkTh (1879), p. 600 . 
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THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE 


I. The Catholic Dogma 

II. Explanation of the Dogma: 

1. The meaning of papal infallibility 

2. The efficient cause of papal infallibility 

3. Tie person endowed with the prerogative of infallibility 

4. The scope of papal infallibility 

5. The conditions required for exercising papal infallibility 
Proposition: When the pope speaks ex cathedra, he is in- 

fallible. 

Pwof: 1. from Christ’s own words 
2. from tradition 
Objections: from history. 

Epilogue: The Pope’s Temporal Sovereignty 
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THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE POPE 


The infallibility of the Church’s magisterium, viewed as a whole, 
has already been demonstrated (see nos. 79-99). Granted that fact, 
the primacy of the pope, since it comprises both teaching and 
ruling authority, must also include the prerogative of infallibility. If 
the Church’s magisterium cannot err, and if the pope by himself 
possesses the full power of that magisterium, it follows inevitably 
that the pope in exercising that magisterium is preserved from 
error. In other words, he is infallible. Still, the matter is so serious 
it must be discussed ex professo. 

I. The Catholic Dogma 

The Catholic dogma is expressed in the following words of the 
Vatican Council: 

And so, faithfully holding on to that tradition recognized from 
the very beginning of the Christian religion . . . with the 
approval of the sacred council, we teach and define as a dogma 
revealed by God: that the Roman pontiff when speaking ex 
cathedra, that is, when exercising his office of supreme shepherd 
and teacher of all Christians, defines, in virtue of his supreme 
apostolic authority, that some doctrine on faith or morals must 
be held by the universal Church, he possesses, thanks to the 
divine assistance promised to him in the person of t. 
that infallibility with which the Divine Redeemer willed H.s 
Church to be endowed in defining doctrines on faith or morals, 
and consequently that definitions by the same pontiff are by 
their very nature, and not because of the consent of the Church, 
irreformable.—DB 1839. 

II. Explanation of the Dogma 

1. The meaning of papal infallibility The notion of infambU- 
ity was explained earlier in this book (see nos. 77 and TO). 
Many non-Catholics, however, still have distorted notions about 
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this matter. It may be helpful, therefore, to clear asid 
conceptions by stating the following points: ( a ) S ° me 
declared infallible in his teaching activity, not in his e *if° Pe VVas 
ties. It would, then, be pure wantonness to confuse V ^ ? Ctivi ' 
infallibility with impeccability. 1 How infallibility mav ° f 
indirect bearing on the Church’s ruling power was exnlv i Ve an 
(see nos. 91 and 93). (b) The prerogative of infaUibilii^H ab ° Ve 
make the pope’s will the ultimate standard of truth or e 1 n0t 
(c) Infallibility is not omniscience, (d) Finally, infallibmh a 
not imply inspiration. An infallible decree does not vos l 'T 
same sort of dignity as Sacred Scripture. H S the 

2. The efficient cause of papal infallibility is God’s assistant 
TTiat assistance was promised to the Roman pontiff i n the nc"sn„ 
of St. Peter. Keep in mind, however, that the popes in nrenirimr 
an infallible decree do not neglect normal means of inquiry re 
search, discussion, or deliberation: 1 V> 

Ue Roman Pontiffs on their part, according as the condition 

Better ^" eS a ” d . cuxumst , anccs dictated, sometimes calling to- 

Church it, T 3 T Unc k or soundin g out the mind of the 
Church throughout the world, sometimes through regional coun- 

supXrCe m r-th y rh Sin h S . 0th f h6,pS Vvhich divine Providence 
matter! as the h , ^ he , lp ° f God ’ dcfine d as to be held such 
and with rte y v° Und consonant with the Holy Scripture 
th the apostolic tradition.—DB 1836; TCT 216. 

is the currentlv^iandowed with the prerogative of infallibility 
theory c^fnot P ° ntiff ’ ^ is vv V the Gallican 

definition The Gallicar * 7 V SqU ? red with the Vatican Council 

its occupanrknf^ndT d C i betwee " the and 

prevent^rTor f^ tl i " 1 P °P es COuId err > God would 

Church. In other words” God^ ^ Roman see or Roman 

mitted by one pop^ would f r f 566 t0 * that an error corn- 
pope or at least bv ^ SW ^ d y repaired either by the same 

reconcilable with the statement °of ° h bviously * hi s 0 P inion is not 

Pontiff ” i s infallible when ™ counci1 that “the Roman 

necessary conclusion of the c &X ca ^ xec ^ ra l nor with the 

dons made by “nsequently deflni- 

of the consent of the Church, irrefoTOabb’^^ ^ n0t beCaUSC 
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The Gallicans wrongly appeal to Leo the Great’s epigram, “Sees 
are one thing, those who sit upon them another” (Epistula 106. 6). 
By that saying, Leo simply meant that the rights of a see do not 
depend upon the holiness of its occupant, “For even though those 
who occupy sees may differ at times in their merits, still the rights 
of the sees remain” ( Epistula 119. 3). 

Notice, however, that only the pope himself personally enjoys 
infallibility; not other people to whom he may delegate some share 
in his teaching authority. For example, even though the Roman 
congregations are organs of the papacy, they are not the pope him¬ 
self. The reason for the restriction is this: the pope cannot cause 
the divine assistance, promised to himself personally, to come to 
the aid of other people. It should be clear, then, what is meant by 
saying that infallibility is a personal prerogative. It is personal 
insofar as it belongs to each individual pope and cannot be dele¬ 
gated to other people; it is not personal in the sense that it belongs 
to the pope as a private person, that is, in virtue of his personal 
qualifications. 

4. The scope of papal infallibility is exactly the same as for 
the Church as a whole: “He possesses that infallibility with which 
the Divine Redeemer willed His Church to be endowed in defining 
doctrines on faith or morals.” The fathers of the Vatican Council 
did not mean to delineate the precise boundaries of papal infal¬ 
libility by the words: “doctrine on faith or morals to be held by 
the entire Church,” for it was their intention to take up this point 
later. Hence they indicated the scope of his infallibility only in a 
general way by the formula normally used by theologians. It was 
by deliberate design, however, that they employed^ the phrase: 
“must be held” ( tenenclam) rather than the phrase: “must be be¬ 
lieved” ( credendam ). They used the former phrase so that they 
might not appear to be restricting the prerogative of infallibility 
exclusively to those truths which have been revealed. 2 

5. The conditions for papal infallibility are U P “ the 

words: “when he speaks ex cathedra.” A throne (cathedra- chair- 
judicial bench) is normally a symbol of authority and particidarly 
of doctrinal authority. 3 The consecrated formulae: to speak ex 
cathedra,” or “an ex cathedra definition” were in use in theologica 
schools long before the Vatican Council. They designated the full 
exercise of the papal magisterium. The Vatican Council, however, 
added this precise explanation: “that is: when exercising his office 
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of supreme shepherd and teacher of all Christians, he 1 
virtue of his supreme apostolic authority, that some 1 C mes ’ in 
faith or morals must be held by the universal Church ” nn<3 ° n 
Keeping in mind, then, what has already been exnl * 
discussing the object of infallibility (see nos. 85-96) “to^ * n 
ex cathedra” signifies two things: (a) the pope is acttmlly^u^ 
use of his papal office-of supreme shepherd and teacher ofn 
Christians; (b) the pope is using his papal authority at its m / 
mwn power. Both these facts must be made known clearly i 
indisputably. It makes no difference, however, whether they'^b 
made known by the words the pope uses, or by the circumstances 
of die case. Briefly, no set formula, and no particular type of 
solemnity is required for an ex cathedra statement. 0 

In reference to point a:- A man holding public office does not 
always act in his official capacity. Again, if the same person holds 
several offices simultaneously, he does not have to be constantly 
exercising his highest function. We must keep these points in mind 
when discussing the popes infallibility, for he fulfills several posi- 
tions simultaneously He is not only the pope of the whole Catholic 
Church, he is also the local bishop of the diocese of Rome, metro- 
poutan of its surrounding sees, and temporal sovereign of the 
T te ‘ Con sequently, if the pope speaks merely as a private 
? a ° r as a P rivate theologian, or as a temporal sovereign, 
mpfrrmnVt ^ inary . tb e diocese of Rome, or precisely as 

as acting & ^ ovince ^ 0me > he should not be looked on 

air ht nnV f 7 ' & f ° r example > a * a private individual 

theologian'h f P^tical, economic, or spiritual. As a private 

life As temnr> m, f Wnte a )00 ^ on some aspects of the spiritual 
decrets o 7 S0VereIgn of the Vatican state, he might issue 

decrees on taxes, or economic reform, or might set up a law grant- 


use the medium of \eLvi ) s io 1 n To^road 16 tHat S0 , me pope in the future might 
It is the pope’s office tha^arante« V 'u a ? olemn definitio " »o the world, 
decision to make a definitive declara^" 1 divine assistance, and the pope’s 

not any magical formula of words Son? C , alIs . that assistanc e to his aid, 

Peter had laid down some one introductn llte 7 1 ' rnincI ed people wish that St. 
follow in making infallible statements Th phl ? Se ’ or clause for a11 P°P CS t0 
apostolic times might be very clear to forget that phrases which in 

obscure to us; and that phrases which w^ , COutempora * ie s might be very 
very obscure to future generations The CW u e . Ver , y clear to us mi 8 ht bc 
magisterium is a living magisterium and it k ^ >S , a ways contemporary; its 
known in any age. * m and 11 hiows how to make its message 
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ing religious liberty to non-Catholic worship in return for territory 
restored to himself and so on. Speaking precisely as ordinary of 
the diocese of Rome he might give a series of instructions or a 
retreat to the people of some definite parish in the city. 4 

What is required for an infallible declaration, therefore, is that 
the pope be acting precisely as pope; that is, as the supreme shep¬ 
herd and teacher of all Christians so that his decision looks to the 
universal Church and is given for the sake of the universal Church. 
It is not necessary, however, for the document containing an infal¬ 
lible decision to be addressed directly to the universal Church. A 
decision intended for the whole Church can be immediately ad¬ 
dressed, for example, to the bishops of a particular region in which 
a condemned error is flourishing. 

With reference to point b :—A man who acts in an official capac¬ 
ity does not always make use of his full power, of the whole weight 
of the authority which he possesses by his very position. A presi¬ 
dent may, for example, disagree with a bill of Congress, and 
express his disapproval and yet not take the step of vetoing the bill. 
Thus the pope, even acting as pope, can teach the universal Church 
without making use of his supreme authority at its maximum power. 
Now the Vatican Council defined merely this point: the pope is 
infallible if he uses his doctrinal authority at its maximum power, 
by handing down a binding and definitive decision: such a de¬ 
cision, for example, by which he quite clearly intends to bind all 
Catholics to an absolutely firm and irrevocable assent. 

Consequently even if the pope, and acting as pope, praises 
some doctrine, or recommends it to Christians, or even orders that 
it alone should be taught in theological schools, this act should 
not necessarily be considered an infallible decree since he may not 
intend to hand down a definitive decision. The same holds true if 
by his approval he orders some decree of a sacred congregation 
to be promulgated; for example, a decree of the Holy Office, in 
which the congregation itself condemns some doctrine. It is one 
thing to be willing to allow a decision of a congregation to be 
published—a decision which is by its very nature revocable-but 
quite another matter for the pope himself to make the final 

For the same reason, namely a lack of intention to hand down 
a final decision, not all the doctrinal decisions which the pope 
proposes in encyclical letters should be considered definitions. In a 
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word, there must always be present and clearly present the i 
tion of the pope to hand down a decision which is finaj 0 Gn ' 
definitive. and 

Thus far we have been discussing Catholic teaching. It ma h 
useful to add a few points about purely theological opinions* 
opinions with regard to the pope when he is not speaking ~~ 
cathedra. All theologians admit that the pope can make a mistake 
in matters of faith and morals when so speaking: either by p ro 
posing a false opinion in a matter not yet defined, or by innocently 
differing from some doctrine already defined. Theologians disagree 
however, over the question of whether the pope can become a 
formal heretic by stubbornly clinging to an error in a matter 
already defined. The more probable and respectful opinion, fol¬ 
lowed by Sudrez, Bellarmine and many others, holds that just as 
God has not till this day ever permitted such a thing to happen, so 
too he never wall permit a pope to become a formal and public 
heretic. Still, some competent theologians do concede that the pope 
when not speaking ex cathedra could fall into formal heresy. They 
add that should such a case of public papal heresy occur, the 
pope, either by the very deed itself or at least by a subsequent 
decision of an ecumenical council, would by divine law 6 forfeit 
his jurisdiction. Obviously a man could not continue to be the 
head of the Church if he ceased to be even a member of the 
Church. 


182 Proposition: When the pope speaks ex cathedra, he is infallible. 
This is of faith, from the Vatican Council. The proposition can 
tinn Pr T e lf° th by 1 Christ>s own wor ds and by the witness of tradi- 
ma , keS unmistakea bly clear the position the infal¬ 
lible Church has always held in this matter. 


Proof: 

1. From Christ's own words: 


rock I wiUbuilTmy "chmeh^andTh UP ° H 

prevail against it. I will give you the sh f l 

^ Ai £ 
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heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in 
heaven."— Matt. 16:18-19.* 

Peter—and his successors—was established as the rock, or un- 
shakeable foundation, which would make the Church perpetually 
indestructible. Now nothing pertains so much to the stability of 
the Church as immunity from error in matters of doctrine. Peter, 
then, was to be the means by which the Church would always 
uphold the faith in its purity and integrity. But if Peter is to be 
made equal to that task, two things are necessary: first, he must 
always have the power to bind all Christians absolutely to believe 
this doctrine and to reject that; second, in taking such action Peter 
must himself be necessarily immune from error. 

If Peter could not bind all Christians in an absolute fashion, 
he would not be a foundation. On the other hand, if in binding 
all Christians he himself were liable to error, he would not be an 
unshakeable foundation, but a very shaky one. That Christ clearly 
intended to lay an unshakeable foundation is evident from the 
metaphor of the rock, and especially from the conclusion He drew: 
"and the gates of Hell shall not prevail against it." 

Peter—and his successors—received the keys of the kingdom 
of heaven with such full power to bind and to loose that whatever 
Peter bound would also be bound by God. Usually the keys of the 
kingdom are listed as two: the key of knowledge (teaching power— 
magisterium) and the key of power (ruling power—jurisdiction). 
Consequently Peter can also bind absolutely by a doctrinal decision, 
and this decision by the very fact of its utterance is ratified by 
God. Now if this is the way matters stand, one is forced to con¬ 
clude: either that a pope cannot err when making a definitive 
decision, or else that God Himself could at some time ratify a 
false doctrine. 

Again: 

After they had breakfasted, Jesus said to Simon Peter: Simon, 
son of John, do you love me more than these others do? Yes. 
my Master," he replied; ‘you know that I really love you. 
“Then," Jesus said to him, “feed my lambs." He asked him a 
second time: “Simon, son of John, do you love mer T es. Mas- 
• A full exegetical discussion of this text is given in the appendix at the 
end of this volume. 
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ter,” he replied, "you know that I really love you ” "77 
said to him, "be a shepherd to my sheep .” For the third. 16 *’' 
put the question to him: "Simon, son of John, do non L ,77 f he 
me?” It grieved Peter that he had asked him the third • 
"Do you really love me?” and he replied: "Master uoi l'* 1 * 
everything; you know that I really love you!” "Then ” Tr* 
to him, "feed my sheep”— John 21:15-17. ’ Us s aid 

Peter-and his successors-clearly received the task and the f 11 
power to feed the entire flock of Christ. Before anything else the 
he is bound to nourish the entire flock, both bishops and the 
ordinary faithful, on healthy doctrine and to keep them away from 
poisonous pasture. This task itself necessarily implies infallibility 
on the part of the pope, in the sense already explained. Suppose 
a pope were to make a mistake in defining Christian doctrine 
What would happen? Either the entire Church would accept the 
pope’s decision-and that would be the end of the infallibility and 
indestructibility of the Church; or, the Church would rebel against 
the pope’s decision and would correct his doctrine-and that would 
be the end of the arrangement set up by Christ Himself, for the 
flock would be feeding the shepherd! 

Again: 

S ! mon - m <J w ords: Satan has demanded the sur- 
render of you all in order to sift you like wheat; hut I have 

onT i!Z y ° U persont,,l, h that your faith might not fail. Later 
to’flrZtb 6 ’ When ° nc f th °“ '*»t turned again, it is for you 
^ epUrepsas stSrison t0US 

senlZJZ mU V h0 'y that text implies infallibility in the 
S 5 not n„lvT P p D f ; v nd - furth ™> that it implies infalli- 
„ That Chris? 6 / nSG ^ but a ' s0 t°r his successors, 
in faith or infallibihti S ^ gUarantee Peter real indefectibility 

unquaUWp^f&Satm tr ^ ° f ^ 

sib *y unanswered. Second, by C ° U ' d “V£ 

“thX^r slaU PCte H *° X ££ 

were * **V » 

was that he be necessarily free from to^ 
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as he would be actually instructing his brothers in the faith with 
the maximum of his authority. 

b. That this text refers to Peter in his official capacity, and con¬ 
sequently to Peter living in his successors is clear: first, from the 
very nature of the office entrusted to him. Strengthening in the 
faith is no less necessary for later generations: in fact it is even 
more necessary for them than for the apostles and the first Chris¬ 
tians. Second, that this text refers to Peter in his official capacity 
is clear likewise from the real parallelism between this passage 
and those of Matt. 16 and John 21. If the office of acting as a 
foundation for the Church and of being shepherd to the Church 
is something perpetual, how could the office of confirming in the 
faith be not always perpetual since it is already contained in those 
other two functions? But if this office is perpetual, so must the aid 
Christ prayed for be perpetual.® 

2. From tradition. Even though the fathers of the Church do ] 34 
not discuss the pope’s infallibility in absolutely explicit and un- 
mistakeable terms, his infallibility was nonetheless acknowledged 
from the very earliest days. It was acknowledged both in theory 
and in practice. This fact is clear from: (a) the statements of the 
fathers; ( b ) the practice of the popes; (c) the statements of 
ecumenical councils. 

a. The statements of the fathers. 

St. Irenaeus (c. 140-c. 202) not only admits that the Roman 
Church possesses “a more powerful authority” (potiorem prin- 
cipalitatem) but he explains the reason for this authority. It stems 
from the fact that the Roman Church is the standard of faith for 
the rest of the churches. Irenaeus teaches that to have a sure 
knowledge of the Christian truth all one has to do is consult the 
faith of the Roman Church, because the faithful throughout the 
world are obliged to agree with this Church in matters of belief 
(see no. 64). Now if the faith of the Roman Church is the 
standard and norm for all the other churches, this very fact pre¬ 
supposes the infallibility of the Roman Church, or what amounts 
to the same thing both objectively and also in the mind of Irenaeus, 
the infallibility of the bishop of Rome. 

St. Cyprian (c. 200-258) praises: “the Romans whose faith was 
extolled in the very preaching of the apostle [Rom. 1:9] men to 
whom perversion of faith could have no access” (see no. 65). 
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St. Ephiphanius (c. 315-403) states: "The faith receiv 
stability in every way from him who received the keys of the T- ltS 
dom and who iooses things on earth and binds them in hea ' 
For from him may he found out [the answer] to even the d 
problems of the faith” ( Ancoratus 9 ). c ee pest 

St. Jerome (c. 342-419) when a great dispute was raging i 
the East over the question of whether one should acknowledge one 
or three "hypostases” in the Trinity, sought the answer from PoIT 
Damasus, “Therefore, I thought I ought to consult the chair of 
Peter and that faith recommended by the mouth of the Apostle 
For by you people alone is preserved incorrupt the tradition of 
the fathers” ( Epistula 15. 1). 

St. Augustine (354-430) says of the Pelagian controversy, "For 
this reason two deputations were sent to the Apostolic See, and 
that see has sent back the answers. The case is finished” (Sermo 

131. 10). 

In another place, Augustine writes, “All doubts about this mat¬ 
ter were completely removed by the letters of Pope Innocent of 
blessed memory” ( Contra duos Epistulas Pelngianorum ii. 3. 5). 

St. Peter Chrysologus wrote to Eutyches, “In all ways we im¬ 
plore you, honorable brother, to heed obediently the directions 
written by the blessed pope of the city of Rome; because St. Peter 
who lives in and presides over this his own see offers to all who 
seek it the truth of the faith” (Among the Epistulae of St. Leo 25). 

t. eo the Great (390P-461): “The firmness of that faith, which 
was recommended in the prince of the apostles, is something per¬ 
petual” (Sermo 3[1]. 2). 

lfiUL-m kfchop of Jerusalem (572-92), after citing Matthew 
vpnlm concl “ des > ‘ Novv ^ the heads of that holy, first, and 
[ ee hls [ peter ’s] successors are sound in the faith and 
according to our Lord Himself, infallible.”' 


185 b ■ The practice of the popes: 

perelto'rv^f 1 ™ 8 •° f ^ thM centu ^- P °P« Callistus by a 
peremptory decree rejected Montanism. 0 


a rigorous mode of^lif e than on^oct^^T n j ture> P lacir »g more emphasis on 
founder, Montanus, about 170 D ’ ItS 

a more rigid Christianity 8 prohibiting^ second^m^ by the , H ° Iy Spirit t0 sta ^ 
fasts, fierce physical mortifications efc Its m™T f ^ advocatin 8 prolonged 

who succumbed to its austere appeal and T US C ° nvert was Lilian 
See Parente, Dictionary of Dogmatic Theology ^° UtSide the Church * 
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At the beginning of the fifth century, Innocent I, by confirming 
the decrees of the councils of Carthage and Mileve in the year 
416 definitely condemned the errors of Pelagius and Celestius. 
That the entire Church accepted his decision as binding irrevocably 
is clear, for example, from the testimony of St. Augustine men¬ 
tioned above. 


Pope Celestine I (422^432) condemned Nestorius. A brief time 
later his legates went to the Council of Ephesus (431) to see that 
the decisions he had previously laid down should be executed (see 
no. 67). The fathers of the council humbly accepted the pope’s 
decision: “Constrained by the sacred canons and the letter of our 
holy father and co-minister, Celestine, the bishop of the church at 
Rome ... we have necessarily reached this painful decision against 
him [Nestorius].” 8 

The fathers of the Council of Chalcedon (451) received in the 
same way the Tome of St. Leo I to Flavian, bishop of Constanti¬ 
nople, in which he condemned the doctrines of Eutyches (see 
no. 67). The fact that Leo intended his decision to be accepted as 
definitive is clear from his letter to the Council of Chalcedon: 
“It is not permissible to defend what is not allowed to be believed, 
since in accord with the authority of the gospels, the words of the 
prophets, and the doctrine of the apostles, what is the true and 
holy doctrine about the mystery of the Incarnation of our Lord 
Jesus Christ was stated fully and clearly in the letter which we 
sent to Bishop Flavian” (Epistula 93. 2). 

In the seventh century Pope Agatho condemned Monotheletism 
even before the Third Council of Constantinople (680-681) did. 
At the same time in a letter to Constantine Pogonatus, he greatly 
extolled the apostolic see, “Which has never turned aside from the 
road of truth to any sort of error ... and has never become de¬ 
praved and surrendered to heretical novelties, but in the true faith 
known from the very beginning remains unpolluted to the very 
end” ( Epistula ad Augustes Imperatores) . The fathers of the coun¬ 
cil applauded 0 the decision of Pope Agatho: “The paper and ink 
were seen and Peter spoke through Agatho. 


° Philip Hughes describes the incident briefly and vividly: 

To thi? council the pope-Agatho-sent a letter setting out the tradit.ond 
Catholic teaching on the dogmatic point at issue ™, whether u.‘ d 

there were one or two wills, as St. Leo had sent the like kind of letter to 
Chalcedon As at Chalcedon so now the 174 eastern bishops present re- 

SSfe popes c r 8 £ 
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In the fourteenth century Clement VI (1342-52) req U j r 
Armenian church to believe "that only the Roman pontiff ^ 
when doubts arise about Catholic faith, by a guaranteed d 
impose that faith which must be adhered to without qualifi^ 1011 
and that whatever he, by the authority of the keys handed ove ^ 
him by Christ, decides is true is the true and Catholic doctri ^ 
and that what he decides is false or heretical must be indrr r J ne: 
be so” (DB 570q). J gGd to 

186 c. The Testimony of ecumenical councils: 

Three ecumenical councils "in which the East and the West 
united in a union of faith and charity” (DB 1833), even if they 
did not declare the pope’s infallibility in explicit terms, did declare 
it in equivalent terms. 

The fathers of the Fourth Council of Constantinople (870) sub¬ 
scribed to the following solemn profession of faith: ° 

The first condition of salvation is to keep the norm of the true 
faith and in no way deviate from the established doctrine of 
the Fathers. For it is impossible that the words of our Lord 
Jesus Christ who said, “Thou art Peter, and upon this rock I 
wdl biuld my Church” (Matt. 16:18) should not be verified. 
, n ** ie * r b een proven by the course of history, for in 

unsufif^ 0 ^ 0 ^ Ce re ^ on ^ as always been kept 

Following, as we have said before, the Apostolic See in all 
mgs and proclaiming all its decisions, we endorse and approve 
e letters which Pope St. Leo wrote concerning the Chris- 
an ! e ? 10n ' And so I hope I may deserve to be associated with 
inv v *^° ne communion which the Apostolic See proclaims, 
m which the whole, true, and perfect security of the Christian 
religion resides.-DB 171 f. ; TCT 147 f. 

tn Z the l eC0 ?t?°U ncil °f Lyons ( 1274) the Greeks who returned 
_ Umty Church made the following profession: 

Honorius^oMn'rT ^ ^ heresy, an d with them it condemned Pope 
to Sergiu’s he follower? 5 ' iwt° r of , the heres V bu t ‘because in his reply 
finned his imninne If- w >ched man’s opinion, and con- 

(New York, 1947 ) pp C 4&?7~ A Po P ular History of the Catholic Church 

ing with the°Acam'an°«: St * m ? j t0 P ° pe St ' HonT >isdas who, in deal- 

in the year 517 Fo th P ^ a letter to the bishops of Spain 

(1905), p. 333 ' the m #henttelty of the text see BLE (1904), p. 152 and 
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ffTie holy Roman Church has supreme and full primacy and 
jurisdiction over the whole Catholic Church. This it truly and 
humbly recognizes as received from the Lord himself in the 
person of St. Peter, the Prince or head of the Apostles, whose 
successor in the fullness of power is the Roman Pontiff. And 
just as the holy Roman Church is bound more than all the 
others to defend the truth of faith, so, if there arise any ques¬ 
tions concerning the faith, they must be decided by its judg- 
ment.-DB 1834; TCT 214. 


In the Council of Florence (1439) the Greeks as well as the 
Latins defined that: 


The Roman pontiff is the true vicar of Christ, the head of the 
whole Church, the father and teacher of all Christians; and. 
that to him, in the person of St. Peter, was given by our Lord 
Jesus Christ the full power of feeding, ruling, and governing 
the whole Church.-DB 1835; TCT 215. 


If the Roman pontiff is the teacher of all Christians, so much 
so that he possess the full power of feeding-and hence of 'eaching 
-the universal Church, which cannot fall into error, it follows 
inescapably that he is himself infallible. , 

There you have the mind of the Church Fourteen hundred 
years of unswerving tradition. Unfortunately, t e ng u 
Schism at the end of the fourteenth century caused near chaos m 
Christendom. With three rivals claiming to be the 
people were bewildered during a penod of some forty of 

schism was the occasion also of 

some western theologians. Not only church it also 

doctrine of papal supremacy in govemmg“urch, ^ 
cast its shadow over the re a,ed ‘of Con- 

ActuaUy it was partmularly infallibUity began to be seri- 

stance ( 1414 ' 1418) h “‘ cked P . Gallicanism and Josephimsm ve- 

sixsS-sirSi . 

• “This council which at ^“Son ( ^rSur^^nd'the 6 nature of 

in all Church history fro ^ full effect of the chaos of forty years was 

what was effected through '^ T f U ^ $ource of ecclesiastic! authority 
now seen. All the wddest thwnes b t desccnded Qn the town (in addition 
seemed likely to b f ^ahzed when ^ kw> 18>00 0 other ecclesiastics, 

princes, and o. representative, of 
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But how startingly tin's negative opinion departed f r 
mentality and tradition, Gerson himself (d. 1419) adm° m ^ at ^°lic 
very beginning of the controvery: “Before the Council of ** * he 
that traditional teaching [of the pope’s infallibility] w ° nstan ce 
pletely accepted by most Catholics that if any one had t° C ° m ' 
teach an opposite opinion he would have been either •* tnCt * to 
condemned for heretical depravity .” 11 cer >sured or 

And Toumely admitted the same tiling at the beginning 
eighteenth century when he stated: ® °* 

One should not disguise the fact that it is difficult in H,„ t 
of the vast amount of evidence which Bellarmine and , ,| ace 
have assembled not to recognize the unquestionable and infa? 

t",:r ci “ 

c "">-w. "I 't 

ermrth?n e hetake e s ad a & Cba ^ P°P*] can make an 
of the faithful . began to°h COnc f niln S the faith and morals 
and con about 150 years ago COnt £ verted ai,d disputed pro 

councils of Constance and Rod' ’ ’ F , from ^ hme of the 
j- stance and Basle some doctors teach that only 

clft Tf, thaD 3 “ thousand. . . . 

Euardpri 1 ^ Ur f dissensi °n. Whatever the nt? t °/5 I end had S0Wn the seeds 
guarded the legitimacy of its St ? ° f Canon Law that had safe- 

panaev 1nd hat ^ Co ^U of SS£ 3 , COm P le * Problem, the fact 
it had alcn , COl ? de,llne d them, and that it hnd I , ud ® ed two claimants to the 
Popes and * lected ■ 3 new pope. And 

reassemble and 1? provided that every fi Ve years'HvCouncils were superior to 
ardship. As far as' th ° Pe ’ ? SOme measure, ri Ve to £ Genera l Council should 
had been achieved V 1S v CS of 1,16 Council of Cn lt » 3n account of his stew- 
Parliamentary wav ’ 41)6 ? hurch for the futur DStance ™ en t, a revolution 

head, the Vicar of Ch^ f n °i. by the absolute divinT** *° be 8° verne(I in a 
see tiie successive nn St ' x 7^® ^ ort y years that foil ° y J^1 en aut hority of its 
up with the effort to£^*5? V ’ Eu gene IV and°Nr 1 ^ Council we re to 
it bred and inspired The°f n'fL” 6 ''' ^eory and to eonf^ 3 ? V ~wholly taken 
long-drawn-out dissensionc ^ ^ ruits of th e mischief v! ™ tb , e councils which 

- ft? 
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n ecumenical council enjoys the privilege of infallibility. . . . 
3 . t ^ e older writers unanimously argue from the Scriptures 
that this privilege of infallible decision belongs to Peter and 
t the Roman pontiff and his see, since he is the supreme vicar 
^ Christ on earth in Peter’s place and, as such, has alone re¬ 
ceived the keys of binding and loosing everything. 13 


As a final point, note that the Roman pontiffs did not refrain 
from handing down definitive decisions in matters of faith even 
during the period of the controversies ; 14 and all the churches, even 
those among whom the new opinion had more or less made head¬ 
way, in practice accepted these decisions as being of themselves 
irrevocable and infallible. 

. 188 

Objections: 

Many facts from the Church’s history are adduced as objections 
to the infallibility of the pope. Here, only the main ones will be 
considered. In dealing with these facts, we are interested in one 
point only: whether the pope ever made a mistake when speaking 

ex cathedra. , . , v . ¥ 

1 Against Sf. Peter himself two objections are rased First, He 
denied Christ on the night of His passion; secondly, he forced 
Gentile converts to adopt Jewish religious practices (see Cal. 

ACthe Hme of the passion Peter was not yet the supreme shep- 
herd and teacher of the Church. Obviously then, he could not act 
in that capacity at that time. As a private individual he sin 
seriously, but he did not lose the faith. 

The second objection is closer to the point, for Peter was then 
head of the Church. It is, however a rather s ^P e ^ c1 ^^ 
against infallibi.ity. When Peter 

the Gentile way of hfe-so not to J of 

faith!£ he knewhow much 
Peter's example meant, 

5SV-“ al deci rr^ 

^That is why —; S “ 

° f TpTpe «£(»«) is ,0 ^ b6tiayed St ,89 
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Athanasius and the whole Catholic faith by signinn fi 
of Sirmia which was either Arian or semi-Arian in L 7®. forniu, a 
* For sake of argument let us grant that I T? 
actually sign this heretical document (some historian, h-® did 
point). The mere signing of the document could not *** 

considered an ex cathedra decision. Even anti-Cathol, 7 > P -? SSlb y be 
that ft. pope, after two year, of exile Z 
signed to release himself from persecution Such dr ^ ® na Hy 
far from showing that the pope 

binding the universal Church, exclude any ,,uch intention °“ 
oneof ftrfolteTs^fte", ^ «* "anre to 

the third formula (in iTy^asS) W °, U ' d haVe bee " 

itself heretical. Even though the formula “ 

homooustos made sacrosanct by the Counci „f M S 6m 
less accurate formulation of the Catholic- ff'A j COntained a 
quently more acceptable to th» • a f t ' and was conse ' 
was not erroneous 6 SenU - Anans ; s Wctly speaking it 

^ can bc some . real 

tocZrdt™ ? 8htest his *■*•« ^ *»* 

Nestorianism with wL h 'T he ^ T 3nd clearI y "***ed the 
”o. 89). But the pope was unB l. Chapters ; were infec ^ d <«» 
(as Justinian’s prisoner) md ** 6 e ™ e ' y d ‘®cult circumstances 
intrigue, hesitated by de “* a " d political 

about the wisdom of condemning' ^^Sment. He did hesitate 
Theodore of Mopsuestia Thendif .° cr? t * me ’ those writings of 

of Edessa, whichwere caUed the ° f r , Cyrrbus ’ and bfchop 

SC Ves were already in ^ (‘ he a «*ors them" 

. B *e writings did deserve 

a t7 h Cath °' ic ’ dislik<!d 
on the basis of a nr? f \r° r ' He 111611 endeavored century controversy, 

olic sense in which th' NlCene i but not anti-Nicenld ^ tbe Catll olics 

what he was dof c r ?K WaS ° ffered . a *d with * d “ la - In tl,e Cath ' 

Arian pamphleteerf’nr»k eri ! ls ’, stl11 a ca Ptiv e sifmnd P !u” atl ° n malcin 8 clear 
which the discussion p ^ ol>al, ^y the original cai^T^/L 15 ’ forgeries of 
discussion centers.—Hughes, pH ?"*°J ^ infusion around 
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censure, but since their authors, after explicitly rejectly Nesto¬ 
rianism,' had been welcomed back by the fathers of the Council of 
Chalcedon, condemnation of the writings would have been a 
stumbling block to many people, particularly the Westerners. These 
people would have taken the condemnation as a slap at the author¬ 
ity of the Council of Chalcedon.® Consequently, even if the pope 
acted a bit imprudently in this matter, he definitely made no error 
in matters of faith. For a fuller treatment of this extremely com¬ 
plicated matter, consult the historian cited in no. 89 above. 

4. It is alleged of Pope Honorius l (625-38) that: (a) in two 
letters to Sergius, bishop of Constantinople, he taught Monothe- 
letism t and, did so, indeed, so clearly that (b) he was afterwards 
for this very reason condemned as a heretic by the sixth ecumenical 
council (Third Constantinople) in the year 680. 

a. The letters of Honorius do not contain any ex cathedra state¬ 
ment. The pope made no doctrinal decision; he approved the 
request of Sergius that silence should be observed in the question 
of “a single or double operation” in Christ, “Exhorting you that 
avoiding the use of the newfangled term of a single or double 
operation ...” (Kirch 1064); and again, “It is not necessary for 

• The Roman objection to issuing the condemnation was that since Theo- 
doret and Ibas had been solemnly reinstated at Chalcedon any attack on 
them must have a prima facie appearance of a move away from Chalcedon. 
And indeed this was the first and immediate reading in the west of the 
very qualified condemnation issued by the pope in 548. There were pas¬ 
sionate scenes everywhere, but in Africa especially, where the pope was 

excommunicated. . , , , . ._ 

The popes position was all the more delicate-and his acts. open to mi - 
interpretation-from the fact that he was at this tune Just,man s prisoner, 
having been kidnapped in 545 and shipped to the capital when his first 
hesitancy about complying with the imperial will had shown itself. 
Between the condemnation of 548, which the pope ' ’ . > 

meeting of the council-May 553-there were a success,on .of mses.jmd 
the council met with the pope refusing to take any part ‘" ^here were 
thus separate condemnations. One, by the Wk of «* 1 
dore of Mopsuestia, the other, by the council, of the Three Chapten-er 
rathe, an acceptance by the council of Justunan s condemnatmn of them 
It remained to win the pope’s assent, and after six months more of bully¬ 
ing, of isolation and imprisonment, Vigilius, an old man past eighty yea 
of age, yielded. He was then allowed to leave for Rome, whence he had 
been absent nearly ten years.-Hughes, Popular Hustory, op cit. pp 43-4 
t Monotheletism (from monos single and thelo I w,U ) iatha last: of 
the great Christological heresies and an offshoot of MonophysAism. It 
tained that Christ had only one will-a divine will-and consequently denied 
to Christ’s human nature that which is connatural to it-a human will. See 
Parente, Dictionary, op. cit., p. 194-5. 
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us to give a definitive decision on this matter of nn„ 
tions” (Kirch 1068). * 0ne 0r two 0 per a . 

But to urge silence on a matter is just the 
emptory definition! everse of a p er . 

The letters of Honorius do not contain anv dorfWr, i 
though the pope does refrain from using the term of TT Even 
or double operation, he does teach in equivalent term a J° Uble vviI1 
of two wills and a twofold operation by asserting h * 
sesses two complete, unconfused natures, which oneL^™/ 05 ' 
sources of operation, and one operator P and "» 

Jesu?c£»7lOrT h e i07S" ^ f® ° f Lord 

the context in which the clause occurs tf, eVeDtS *?'“ conelllsi on. In 
in Christ’s human nature there f ™ amn g ls simply this: 

rational will and His sensitive appeHtfTforYTTtt behVeen H ‘ S 
subject to the former) hence H,,r„ ; I? . th , , atter ,s P er fect!y 
will, one that is to say not nhvsi 11 ^ nsts h um <inity but one 
(640-42) ratified S’ ortbnY V “ m0rally " Po P e 'V 

Hotwrio coauthored, it i s interestfaffT” 8 “ Apolo & i(l pr0 
Sympon who had c signed fte ftt ® f h ' ^ ‘Y S3me Joh ” 

» be admitted howeverlhat 1 7 °™ 
will, even though it did w i! ^ c ause We confess one 
Honorius’ mind and does not havIV , M ° notheIetic meaning in 
pro\ided the context be rnncJ j ch a meanin g objectively- 
be easily twisted to g.ve 1 a not ^-Dy-col 
b- Before anything else If"* 

was not condemned as guilty nf^ \ absoIuteI y sure: Honorius 
opacity (ex cathedra). Sometto 1 fl in ! hereS >' in tu ' s o®cial 
demned as being privately a be Was not even con ' 

demned for being a helper of lie ° speaking, he was con- 

the intention of the fathers ofYh ^ ^ atever might have been 
m »ch i s certain: the decree of th S ** th ecumeni cal council, this 
except insofar as it was ratified bvV^A ^ WOuld be of no value 
Who had succeeded Agatho as noL k c Apostolic See. Now Leo II, 
m h,s ratification of the father/Z b "c the end of *e council, 
m such fashion or so mitigatedV eiUler “Plained the decree 
WaS ‘° be stigmatized not asah ti , UPShot Was that Honorius 

Here are Leo’s words to CottonS bu l as a helper of heresy, 
couneds decree: "We anathemattzeth * P ° g ° nah « ratifying the 
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1 Honorius who did not enlighten this apostolic see with the 
d °trinc of apostolic tradition, but allmved its immaculate faith 
to^be soiled by profane betrayal” (Kirch 1085). 10 A short time 
later, Leo wrote to the bishops of Spain explaining the matter. 
Honorius was condemned along with the others: “because instead 
of extinguishing the incipient flame of heretical doctrine, as befits 
the holder of apostolic authority, he rather fanned it by his 
negligence 

Was, then, Honorius actually a helper of heresy? Prescinding 
from the question of serious subjective guilt, from which many 
authors excuse the pope, this much must be said: Honorius was a 
bit gullible in relying so readily on Sergius’ advice and he acted 
unwisely in persuading people not to preach about the twofold 
operation which he himself, nonetheless, personally admitted. He 
acted still more unwisely by adding that odd-sounding clause about 
“one will in Christ.” Because of these imprudences he did (unwit¬ 
tingly) help to fan the rising blaze of the Monotheletic heresy. 
Instead, he should have combatted the heresy energetically with a 
clear and distinct explanation of apostolic doctrine as befitted his 
apostolic office. Finally, it seems probable that the only reason the 
Apostolic See acquiesced in this grave censure of Honorius was to 
prevent even further damage by making some concessions to the 
Greeks who were quite incensed about the condemnation of some 

of their leaders. 20 , . . 

All this explanation is offered on the hypothesis that both the 
letters of Honorius and the acts of the sixth council are comp ete y 
authentic. Quite a few scholars-whose opinion has not won wide 
acceptance, however-have tried to show that a number of inter¬ 
polations have been inserted in either the letters of Honorius or e 
acts of the council. 

5. Pope Zacharias (741-752) is said to have erred by condemn- 192 
ing St. Virgilius for teaching the existence of the antipodes. 

We still do not know much about this case of Virgilius. Nothing 
about the case has been handed down to posterity except this reply 
of the pope to St. Boniface: 

as for that perverse and evil doctrine in which he has spoken 
against God and against his own soul-if he has actually taught 
that there is another world and other men under the earth or 
another sun and moon-after convening a council throw this 
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man out of the Church .and deprive him of the priestl 
But we ourselves in writing to the aforesaid duke To/m h ° n ° r - 
of Bavaria, and defender of VirgiliusJ have sent ” °’ duke 
letters to the aforesaid Virgilius: that he should eomnT? 08 
us for careful questioning and if he should be found ■ bef ° re 
he shall be condemned in accord with the canonical sancti^^’ 


a. It was the commonly accepted opinion of earlier aees rt. . 
to make a journey to the other side of the earth was absol, n 
impossible. Consequently anyone who would subscribe to , Y 
impossibility and at the same time accept the existence of the anH 
podes would be implicitly asserting that some men on this earth 
are not descended from Adam. This assertion, since it negates the 
unwersahty °f original sin, is contrary to the Catholic faith Mt 
should be clear, then, that the pope called that doctrine "perverse 
and evil not in the sense that there should actually exist antinnAo 

b. Tlus censure of the pope does not bear the earmarks of an 

rtHitr Th l. re , PUeS ° f the -me bSmpt 

"ec s o /t a n ° n n l Part ; CUla ;.r tter are DOt usuaI| y « cathedra 
Clared ex IrflT ’' ° f d ° C “ ne rathcr ™P ,ie d than de- 
was necessary It i 1 r ' J!° pe c ° ns *dered that further investigation 

mak eZTLa^esZ I P ° P<> Zacha ™ wished * 

of the antipodes- wW h W 6 Virgilius admitted the existence 

it ^ ™l k*>«- precisely h ow dkl JOi 

soon received the cathedral of'Sab-h* “ Satis / actor >' answer, for he 

,93 * sc 15 v “i-t iti 1 ? - «« 

teaching on* il7 tnaholVlht'^'^ j"" of Ga,ile ° whose 
sun was condemned ns “fai c \™ and the immobility of the 

Scripture.” 7 35 fa ' Se and completely opposed to Divine 

a • ^ should be canrhm,, ... . 


ccagregatior^did^condemn Galifeo’^t^' T thi " k ' * hat 4,16 sacred 

a doctrinal decree. The opinion of soCS^XXS 


. * Catholic doctrine holds ,h„, tneOIOg,ans that the decree 

or°condfuon T™ sin h hTnoThi"’ 15 earlh - " a " lrall V descended 

condition of men on other planets hmg to sa >' about the possibility 


( 308 ) 


THE ROMAN PONTIFF 

of March 5, 1616 was a purely disciplinary decree, merely for¬ 
bidding the reading of books containing Galileo's theory and noth¬ 
ing more than that, is, in our opinion, difficult to square with the 
facts of the case. Likewise it should be frankly admitted that the 
Congregations of the Inquisition and of the Index committed a 
faux pas in this matter. Even though that mistake is easily under¬ 
standable in the circumstances of the time, it cannot be completely 
excused.® 

b. It is beyond question that in the whole case of Galileo no 
ex cathedra decision was ever handed down. The pope was aware 
of the decree of the congregation, and approved it as a decree of 
the congregation, even though (as was customary at the time) no 
explicit mention of papal approbation is found in the decree itself. 
But the pope himself in his capacity as pope did not hand down 
any decision. Neither did he make the congregation’s decision his 
own in any special way. In the Galileo case, therefore, we have a 
decision which is by its very nature revocable and nothing more. 
As a matter of fact, both the more sensible theologians of the time 
and a fair number of the scientists of the day understood the matter 
in exactly that light, f 

Likewise, the decree of July 22, 1633 which ordered Galileo to 
abjure his errors and, furthermore, did so under pain of certain 
penalties—even though it was sent to all the bishops by order of 
Urban VI—possesses no other authority than the authority of the 
Sacred Congregation of the Inquisition. This is quite clear from 

0 Monsignor Joumet feels that the authors of the decrees of 1616 and 
1633 committed a fault against prudence due to a failure of nerve. They failed 
to act quickly enough and resolutely enough in detaching the scriptural 
question from the scientific one: 

Where precisely were the authors of these fallible decrees at fault? 
They lacked the courage to detach the question of Scripture at once from 
the dispute over the geocentric issue. That, it seems, would have been the 
prudent thing to do. “Cardinal Baronius," wrote Galileo to the Grand 
Duchess of Tuscany, “used to say that Cod did not wish to teach us how 
the heavens go, but how we are to go to heaven.” One wishes that all the 
theologians of that day had spoken like Cardinal Baronius! Then they 
would not have involved the fallible magisterium of the Congregations in 
a prudential and doctrinal error .—Church of the Word, op. cit., I, 356-7. 
f See, for example, the statements by the theologian, St. Robert Bellarmine, 
and the astronomer, Laplace, cited in Joumet, loc. cit. A recent work, detailing 
all the intrigues surrounding the Galileo incident, is now available to English 
readers: George De Santillana, The Crime of Galileo (Chicago, 1955). Un¬ 
fortunately, the multitudinous Latin and Italian footnotes are, for the most 
part, untranslated. 
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the ending of a decree of this type: "And so, we, the undersigned 
cardinals, pronounce . . . there then follows a list of their names 
without any mention made of the pope. 

Since in this whole question, he who occupied the chair 
(sedebat in cathedra ) never handed down a decision, there is sim¬ 
ply no ex cathedra decision in the Galileo case.® Consequently it j s 
futile to adduce it as an objection to papal infallibility. 

0 Since the other objections against Catholicism in general that arise at the 
mention of the word “Galileo” (v.g., that a scientific mind is irreconcilable 
with acceptance of religious teaching by authority) have no precise bearing on 
the question of papal infallibility, they cannot be gone into at this point. They 
come into focus under the more generic question of the relationship obtaining 
between faith and reason and will be discussed in the next volume of this 
series, Sources of Revelation and Divine Faith. It is impossible to discuss such 
a question intelligently until one understands precisely the various types of 
assent required by the ecclesiastical magisterium and in precisely what mat¬ 
ters. These points are all discussed ex professo in the next volume. 

The actual proceedings of the case of Galileo have been edited by A. 
Navarro, 11 processo di Galilei (1902) and A. Favarro, Galileo e L’Inquizione. 
Documenti del Processo (1907). 

Among the best treatments of the Galileo case are the following: H. Grisar, 
Galilei-Studien (1882); Funk, Manual of Church History, vol. II; Linsmeijer, 
“Riccioli’s Stellung im Galileistreit,” Natur and Offenbarung (1901); A. Muller, 
Der Galilei-prozesz 1632 nach Ursprung, Verlauf und Folgen; R. Maiocchi, 
Galileo e la sua condamna ( 1919 ); J. Stein, “Galilei en zijn tijd,” Studien, 85 
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Notes 


1. Because the word infallibility” when rendered into other languages 
might possibly leave the door open to misinterpretations of this sort, the fathers 

t J e ..}[ atic , an ^ ounci l t0 °k the fourth chapter which had been tentatively 
r Infallibility of the Roman Pontiff” and re-entitled it, “On the 

ntalhble Magistenum of the Roman Pontiff.” See Coll. Lac VII, 406. 

2. See Granderath, op. cit., p. 190 ff. The importance of’this distinction 

£ "" ^ 111 

* " Th * ^ - *• —« 

XXI1 , !erm0ns preached »t Avignon stated three times that 
Prior " 0t C t y ‘ he totuitive visi °” ‘ho Divine Essence 

n« y«beL^l IUd8ment - S “ ° P ' ^ »• The marier had 

pon^'^he '°dS r 1 ‘ he r dS ° f III: "He (the Roman 

if for example he should Sr°m"ay tatohemsfr" ^ alread ^, iudged ; 
beheve is already fudged" (Sermo «)f see 
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6. We have changed the Kleist-Lilly translation in this instance: 

Some scholars maintain that this text refers exclusively to the time of our 
Lord’s Passion and consequently cannot be used in favor of Peter’s successors. 
They base their stand on a double argument: 

(1) By supposing that Luke 22:31 is a parallel passage with Matthew 
26:31 and Mark 14:17, they conclude that the sifting Luke was talking about 
must refer to the scandal which all the apostles were to undergo on the 
night of the Passion. 

But this hypothesis is not terribly convincing since all the apostles and 
Peter in particular actually succumbed to scandal on that night; whereas the 
sifting spoken of in Luke seems to indicate that the brethren will come through 
it unscathed: Peter first of all, and then, because of Peter, the other apostles. 
As a matter of fact later events confirmed the distinction between the two 
types of danger: for there is no shred of probability for maintaining that 
Peter "strengthened” the rest of the apostles on the night of the Passion. He 
failed even more than the others. 

(2) Opponents of our interpretation state: there is a restrictive sense to 
the passage implied from the fact that Peter is ordered to confirm his brethren 
after his own conversion from the fall of the denial: “and do thou, when 
once thou hast turned again ” (aliquando conversus—su pote epitrepsas). 

But: a. It is not certain that the word, "turned” ( conversus ) should be 
understood in this sense, since Christ had not yet predicted Peter’s denial. 
Consequently, many scholars render the word ( conversus ) this way: “but 
you in your turn (vicissim ) confirm,” or, “You turn yourself to your brethren 
and confirm them.” 

b. Even if the word conversus may be understood of a conversion from 
a fall, it does not follow at all that the task of strengthening the brethren 
should be fulfilled immediately after the conversion, and at that time exclu¬ 
sively. Furthermore, the particle (pote) seems to indicate a time-period that 
is more remote (see Palmieri, De Romano pontifice, 2nd ed., p. 353). At all 
events, even if the explanation proffered by our opponents might seem to have 
some probability to it, considering Sacred Scripture alone, the interpretation 
of tradition is of such a kind that “for men who follow the Church’s interpre¬ 
tation of Scripture, there can and should be no doubt at all about the true 
meaning of the passage” ( Relat. Ep. Brixin. in Coll. Lac., VII, 282). 

Now if the text in question, at least from the viewpoint of tradition 
simply must be understood of Peter as the foundation and supreme pastor of 
the Church, obviously the quibblings of Jos. Langen fall apart; for he con¬ 
tended that the indefectibility promised Peter does not prevent him from 
innocently falling into error in matters of faith, but only prevents him from 
losing the virtue of faith by sinful apostasy from Christ. It would certainly 
not be much help if the one who holds the office of strengthening his brethren 
in the faith could not become a "formal heretic,” but could in some circum¬ 
stances go astray from the truth (see Palmieri, loc. cit.). 

A recent, excellent article on this subject by a Scripture scholar is to be 
found in Edmund F. Sutcliffe, “Et Tu Aliquando Conversus” CBQ, 15 (July 
1953), 305-310. This study corroborates the interpretation given here; it 
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adds to the theological reasoning here employed, some cogent exegetical and 
philological arguments. 

7 . Epistula ad Abatem albanorum catholicum; see H. Ilurter, "Ei n Zeuv f 
aus dem 6. Jahrhunderte fur die Unfehlbarkeit des Papstes,” ZkTh (1910)* 
p. 219. 

8 . See Hefele, op. cit., II, 188. 

9 . Cone. Constantinop. Ill, act. 18; cited in Labbe, VI, 1053. 

10. Philip Hughes describes their confusion neatly in the following words* 
All the cardinals—with one exception-recognized Clement VII as pope 
[i.e., in a second election attempting to disqualify the legitimately elected 
Urban VI]. What was Christendom to do? How was it to decide between 
the conflicting accounts of the rivals? And how was it to judge on which 
occasion this same body of cardinals had really, by its unanimous vote, 
elected a pope, in April or September? Christendom speedily divided] 
along lines more or less political, according as its sympathies were French 
or anti-French. And both camps were equally representative of the Church, 
holy people, since canonized, being found among the supporters of the 
Avignon pope as well as among those of his Roman antagonist. Was the 
Church divided? On one point only, the point of fact, was Urban truly 
pope or was Clement? On all points of doctrine, on the point of papal 
powers and the obedience due to the pope, all were in agreement. There 
was nowhere any rebellion against an admittedly lawful pope. The division 
was not a schism in any real sense of the word. But it was a very real 
division, and it lasted for just short of forty years —Popular History, 
op. cit., p. 139. 

11. De potestate ecclesiae, constit. 12; in Opera omnia (Paris, 1606), I, 135. 

12. De ecclesia Christi, q. 5, a. 3 (Paris, 1727), II, 134. 

13. Oral, tlieol., 3, no. 7. Then the illustrious theologian mentions his 
personal opinion, stating that the privilege of papal infallibility, “is, in our 
judgment, certain because of the teaching of the fathers and the councils” 
(no. 8). 

14. This is obvious, for example, from the condemnations of Baius (DB 
1001 ff.) ; Jansenius (DB 1092 ff.); Quesnel (DB 1351 ff.); and Synod of 
Pistoia (DB 1501 ff.), and so forth. 

15. See Hefele, op. cit., I, 681 ff.; Hergenrother-Kirsch, Kirchengeschichte, 
I, 374; BLE (1905), p. 223; (1907), p. 279; A. Feder, “Neue Literatur zur 

er iusfrage, ThR (1910); F. di Capua, 11 ritmo prosaico nelle lettere dei 
Pape, I (1937), p. 236-47. 

16. See below p. 336, note. 

Others give a different explanation, namely that Honorius was referring 
to a kind of moral unity between the divine and human wills in Christ; see 
xielele-Leclercq, Histoire des conciles, III, 376 ff. 

I 625 566 Hefele ’ ° P ' Cit ’ HI ’ nos> 296_8; Hergenrother-Kirsch, op. cit., 

19. In Greek: Te beheld prodosia mianthenai ten aspilon parexoresen. 

1US ’ ,?f rtai " versions err hy translating the text as, “he tried to stain," rather 
than, Tie allowed to be stained." 

20. See Hefele, op. cit.. Ill, no. 324. 

21. Jaffa, Monumenta moguntina, p. 91. 


THE ROMAN PONTIFF 


22. See Hefele, op. cit.. Ill, 557; Barth61emy, Errears et mensonges his- 
toriques (1873), I, 269-86; Kirchenlexikon, XII, col. 1002; Gilbert in Revue 
des questiones scientifiques (1882); Krabbo in Mitteilungen des Institut fur 
Oesterreicliisch Geschichtsforschung, 24 (1902), 1. 


Epilogue: The Pope’s Temporal Sovereignty * 

After the middle of the nineteenth century the Italian states 194 
burned with a desire for political unity. When they were finally 
coalesced into “One Italy with Rome as its Capital” even the 
ecclesiastical state, which the popes had ruled over as kings for 
long centuries, was first of all vastly diminished in territory and 
then, in the year 1870, completely subjugated by military might. 

The following year the new government through its “law of grants” 
decided to bestow upon the pope a personal privilege of sov¬ 
ereignty and inviolability, free commerce with foreign nations, and 
an annual pension. But since all these things depended exclusively 
on the good pleasure of the Italian government, the pope could 
not accept the arrangement. 

First, Pius IX and then the succeeding popes protested strongly 
against the injury done to the Holy See and the resultant shameful 
and intolerable conditions forced upon the pope . 1 They did not 
recognize the Italian government with Rome as its capital until 
Feb. 11, 1929 when “the Roman Question” was definitively settled 
by a solemn concordat. By this concordat the Holy See recognized: 

“the kingdom of Italy under the dynasty of the house of Savoy 
together with Rome, the capital of the Italian nation”; and at the 
same time Italy recognized: “Vatican City as a state under the 
supreme sovereignty of the supreme pontiff .” 2 

To understand why the popes insisted so strongly and so un- 195 
waveringly: ( 1 ) that they should not be deprived of their temporal 
sovereignty; (2) that the plunder committed should be repaired, 
at least to the degree that the head of the universal church might 
cease to find himself in that deplorable condition to which he had 
been reduced in the year 1870, we mention the following points: 

The protests of the popes always reiterated the same point: it 

0 For a lively, unbiased, historical presentation of this whole matter by a 
non-Catholic, see: Pio Nono, by E. E. Y. Hales (New York, 1954): “The 
Prisoner in the Vatican,” pp. 313-331. The whole book, indeed, is com¬ 
mendable for its balanced, scholarly assessment of the struggles between the 
papacy and nineteenth century liberalism. 
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is of immense concern to the entire Christian world that the pope 
in ruling the Church should not only be free, but should be clearly 
seen to be free and subject to no earthly government: 

the individual faithful all over the world and various nations 
would never cease suspecting, or at least fearing, that the pope 
might bend his actions to meet the whims of the prince or 
government on whose bounty he lived. As a result, various 
peoples might not hesitate to refuse to obey his decisions on 
this pretext. 8 

But the pope will always be the citizen of some government, unless 
he has a territory of his own. Consequently some sort of temporal 
sovereignty is a necessity for the pope. 

The pope’s need of temporal sovereignty, then, is viewed in 
relation to the exercise of his spiritual power. Obviously this neces¬ 
sity of temporal sovereignty is not an absolute necessity. Since the 
Church in the early centuries lacked all temporal sovereignty, it 
is clear that she could, strictly speaking, exist without it. In other 
words, the popes could exercise the duties and rights of their 
primacy in some fashion without that temporal sovereignty. The 
necessity for temporal sovereignty, therefore, is a moral necessity. 
It amounts to this: the pope’s spiritual power cannot be exercised 
in suitable fashion and with unhampered fruitfulness without such 
temporal sovereignty. 

Since from very ancient times, viz., the collapse of the Roman 
Empire: it came about by the very striking plan of Divine Provi¬ 
dence that the Roman pontiff should be possessed of civil sov¬ 
ereignty, 4 the popes did not feel free to simply abandon at whim 
this guarantee of their liberty which they had justly acquired and 
possessed peacefully throughout so many centuries. That explains 
why the popes who succeeded Pius IX took an oath to strive to 
the best of their power to restore the temporal sovereignty. 

In this constant demand the popes quite reasonably prescinded 
rom the question of whether perhaps some other guarantee might 
be found to safeguard and make plain to the world the complete 
liberty of the Roman pontiff. Since up to this time “neither Divine 
rovidence has pointed out, nor have human suggestions hit upon 
anything similar which might suitably compensate for the protec¬ 
tion brought about [by one’s own sovereignty],” 8 the popes rightly 
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demanded the restitution of that one safeguard which throughout 
so many centuries had suitably guaranteed their liberty-a safe¬ 
guard which was destroyed by obvious injustice and military might. 

In demanding restitution for the territory that had been stolen 
from them, the popes refrained from laying down the exact amount 
of restitution to be made. Since the freedom of the head of the 
Church does not necessarily depend upon the size of the papal 
territory, and since it is up to the popes alone to decide how much 
territory would suffice for their purpose, Pius XI deserves great 
praise for his wise generosity. He was content with the tiny state 
of Vatican City and decided to leave all the rest of the papal terri¬ 
tory to Italy so that the Roman Question might be finally and 
definitively brought to an end. 


Notes 

1. See DB 1775-6 and the statements of Pius IX cited in 1776a; Leo XIII, 
encyclical Inscrutabili (April 21, 1878) in Allocutiones Leo XIII (Desclee 
ed.), I, 10; Pius X, allocution of Nov. 9, 1903 in Civ. Catt. S. 18, vol. 12, 
p. 386; Benedict XV, encyclical. Ad beatissimi (Nov. 1, 1914) in AAS (1914), 
p. 511. Pius XI, encyclical, Ubi arcano (Dec. 23, 1922) in AAS (1922), 
p. 699. 

2. See AAS (1929), p. 221. 

3. Pius IX, allocution, Quibus quantisque (April 20, 1849). 

4. Pius IX, apostolic letter, Cum catholica (March 26, 1860). 

5. Pius XI, encyclical, Ubi arcano, loc. cit., p. 699. 
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CHAPTER IV 

The Bishops 


Article I 

THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED SINGLY 


I. Preliminary Remarks 

II. Jurisdiction of Ordinaries: 

Assertion 1: Bishops possess ordinary jurisdiction over their 
own dioceses by divine right. 

Assertion 2: The jurisdiction of bishops over their own 
dioceses is complete in its own land, but is 
not a supreme and independent jurisdiction. 

Assertion 3: With the exception of the Roman pontiff, no 
bishop possesses authority over other bishops 
by divine right. 

Assertion 4: Bishops, to be able to exercise jurisdiction over 
their flocks, must be adopted by the authority 
of the pope. 

Assertion 5: Bishops receive jurisdiction over their flocks 
directly from the Roman pontiff. 

Assertion 6: No one else in the Church besides the bishops 
possesses jurisdiction by divine law. 
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CHAPTER IV 


The Bishops 


Christ so arranged the government of His Church that He 
joined to Peter, the supreme shepherd, other shepherds to help 
him rule the flock. Those other shepherds were the rest of the 
apostles. As the pope fills the post originally occupied by St. Peter, 
so the bishops fill the post of the apostles. The pope’s powers have 
already been discussed; it now remains to discuss the power of the 
bishops. First, we shall discuss the bishops viewed individually; 
then, viewed collectively. 

Article I 

THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED SINGLY 


I. Preliminary Remarks 

Since the power of orders 0 possessed by the bishops will be 
explained in the treatise, Christ’s Sacraments , here our discussion 
focuses exclusively on their power of jurisdiction. Hence, the term 
“bishops” does not here refer to those who enjoy the fulness of 
the priesthood, yet do not rule over individual dioceses (titular 
bishops). We are discussing here only bishops in the fullest sense 
of the word: those who are usually called the “ordinary bishops” 
of various places, or, simply, “ordinaries. 



0 The power of orders is immediately directed to the sanctification of souls 
through the offering of the sacrifice of the Mass and the administration ot 
the sacraments. The power of jurisdiction, on the other hand, is immedi¬ 
ately directed to ruling the faithful with reference to the attainment of ite 
eternal, and is actuated through the authoritative teaching of revealed 
truths ( sacred magisterium), and through the promulgation of laws (legis¬ 
lative power), together with the authoritative decision of legal actions 
involving its subjects ( judicial power), and the application of penal sanc¬ 
tions against transgressors of the law (coactive or coercive power). These 
last three powers are functions of the same sacred jurisdictional authority 
with which the Church is endowed as a perfect society.-Parente, Diction¬ 
ary, op. cit., p. 134. 


ascatolicas.co 


(319) 




Christ’s church 


II. The Jurisdiction of Ordinaries 

Assertion I: Bishops possess ordinary jurisdiction over their 
dioceses by divine right. ' otvn 

This assertion is theologically certain. 

Ordinary jurisdiction in the canonical sense is that jurisdi h 
which is annexed to an office; delegated jurisdiction is that wh'°!! 
is bestowed on a person by another. The first assertion theni 
that the bishops rule over their flocks, not in the name of anoth * 
man such as the pope, as mere vicars of that person, but in the^ 
own name. By tire very nature of the office once bestowed noon 
them, they themselves, through themselves, are the true sheoheM. 
of their flock. 1 ^ iUS 

The bishops are said to possess this ordinary power by divine 
right because their office was established not by the Church but 
by Cod. For Cod Himself-Christ or the Holy Spirit-laidldown 
that in normal circumstances particular churches should be ruled 

SniritT °”l m ?'^ du t 1 - 1 ? h0ps ' In thiS sense il is said: "The Holy 
Spint has placed the bishops to rule the Church of God." Conse¬ 
quently not even the pope himself can cancel that office, by decree- 
g, for example that vicars apostolic ° should universally f pre- 

over that office. 1 * ^ " ** " ° f bish °P s should take 

dioc^eVThff?^ in * vidual bishops « limited to their own 
and lwal h , ‘ hCir « thus restricted today, 

anden culm r f tricled is obvious from the 

theTe wh ch h "' g ‘° ! he name of ‘bo bishop the name of 

etc One citaHnn bisho P of Anti ° ch . bishop of Alexandria, 

point «« 

yet been established For their noli? S w |] ere an ordinary hierarchy has not 
* Note the term ' unive^allu ^ ^ f e CIC > 293 " 311 ’ 

prevent having portions of the Chnrr^ a ..,® eneral rule - There is nothing to 
ra nly in a state of distress fa 3Sh ’ establi *hed or tempo- 

s ^t up on a regular basS from hlf ecclesiast,caI matters have not yet been 
Prefects apostohc. It is one ^ Afa</£ ,£ ^ t I mporaril y by vicars apostolic or 
>s another tiring ^ < T Utution of tire Church; it 

extraordinary way. V t0 pr ° Vlde for extraordinary circumstances in an 
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It is ridiculous to say this as though I had any proper govern¬ 
ment over any church but the church of Hippo ... for we 
only act in other cities in ecclesiastical matters insofar as the 
bishops of those cities, our brothers and co-priests, either allow 
or commission us to do so .-Epistula 34. 5. 

Assertion 2: The jurisdiction of bishops over their own dioceses is 198 
complete in its own kind, but it is not a supreme and inde¬ 
pendent jurisdiction. 

The power of the bishops is said to be complete in its own 
kind because it covers both the internal and external forum, and 
because it extends to all parts of the diocese. Consequently, their 
jurisdiction includes both teaching and ruling power (legislative, 
judicial, and coercive); otherwise the bishops would not really be 
shepherds, that is, teachers and rulers of their flocks; “as far as 
each one’s own diocese is concerned, they [the bishops] each and 
all as true Shepherds feed the flocks entrusted to them and rule 
them in the name of Christ” (MCC 52). Still, by the very fact that 
the jurisdiction of a bishop over his own flock is always subordinate 
to the power of the supreme pontiff, it cannot be supreme and 
independent: “Yet in exercising this office they are not altogether 
independent, but are duly subordinate to the authority of the 
Roman Pontiff; and although their jurisdiction is inherent in their 
office, yet they receive it directly from the same Supreme Pontiff” 
(ibid.). 

Two conclusions flow from this fact: 

a. The teaching power of the individual bishop is not infallible. 
Obviously a bishop’s doctrinal decision, by the very fact of stem¬ 
ming from a subordinate pastor, can be retracted and corrected by 
the supreme pastor. It would, then, be contradictory to say that 
some decision is by its very nature simultaneously reformable and 
irreformable, or, fallible and infallible. Because of this subordina¬ 
tion it follows that a bishop’s magisterium (besides being limited 
to a definite locality) does not extend to a decision in controverted 
matters; rather, it extends to the handing down, safeguarding, and 
defense of those matters which are already established either by 
an explicit definition, or by the universal consent of the Church. 

Be careful, however, not to conclude from the restrictions laid 
down that when a bishop is teaching in his official capacity he 
carries practically no more weight than any other learned man. 
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The opinion of any private doctor can be rejected by any on 
out injuring the duty of religious obedience. Indeed ° Wit ^' 
prudence itself usually dictates that one should carefull C ° mrn0n 
his arguments. But the case is entirely different when a bis hr 
officially exercising his magisterium in his own diocese For^h* 
bishop in virtue of his very office, that is, not because of his rT ^ 
for learning, and not because of the power of the argument^h° 
may adduce, but because of the very public authority he posset 6 
in the Church, should out of religious obedience be heeded by V* 
subjects in such fashion that they feel obliged to accept his tea IT 
ing as the true doctrine of Christ, unless there be special reasons 
to prove the contrary. This is what theologians mean by sayinc 
ffiat the bishop possesses for his own diocese a magisterium which 
is not indeed infallible, but which is authentic , i.e., authoritative 2 
b . The ruling pomer-jurisdiction taken in a very strict sense-of 
bishops over their own flocks can be restricted to a greater or lesser 
degree by the pope so that certain kinds of cases or persons may 
be withdrawn from their power. Obviously the jurisdiction of a 
bishop can be more or less broad without thereby ceasing to be 
genuinely pastoral. Since its extent has not been determined in 
mdradual cases by divine law, it can be limited by the pope. 

” r an " ore > f e ac * *^at ^e jurisdiction of individual bishops 
suborn ° ny ° nediocese > indicates that it is by its very nature 
common V T 'rr° n ; th ° Se matters which P erta in to the 

decision of LiWdud e bSopf UniVerSa ‘ “ * ** *° the 

199 **;:;::* zzt th , e excepa ? ° f the n ° mm b^p 

possesses authority over other bishops by divine right. 

among the < ann!tl >1S ^°^ S cont ' nues tke college of the apostles. Now 
them by Christ ^ n ° P ^ acec ^ in authority over the rest of 

quently mlr * P ? te /. “"elusion is obvious. Conse- 
between the papacy’and hierarchlcal rank factually existing 
and archieniscorS o d i h e P lsco P a cy-patriarchial, primatial, 
lows that: (a) thp nffl ^ f in or jg in - From this it fol- 

precisely as an nffi ° e Patriarch, primate, etc., considered 
papal office- (h) t}^ 6 ’ C0DS1St ? 111 a kind °f participation in the 
archs, etc. over authority Possessed by patri- 

by the pope ^ t? 5 orbit * bestowed upon them 

Pope. This fact is symbolized by the cloak ( pallium ) which 
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“taken from the body of St. Peter,” is sent to them as a sign of their 
sharing in a supra-episcopal jurisdiction . 3 

Assertion 4: Bishops, to be able to exercise jurisdiction over their 200 
SS flocks, must be adopted by the authority of the pope. 

The way in which individual bishops are established must now 
be discussed. Even though the episcopal office is something estab¬ 
lished by God, it is quite obvious that individual rulers of indi¬ 
vidual dioceses are directly established not by God, but by men. 

At this juncture we are not inquiring from whom the bishops 
proximately receive their jurisdiction (see below no. 202 ), but what 
is required for them actually to function as pastors of their diocese 
and to exercise their jurisdiction there. To be able to do this, we 
state, they must be adopted by the authority of the supreme pontiff. 
Adoption (assumptio) is a short form standing for “adoption or 
assumption into the corporate body of the pastors of die Church.” 

It designates the factor by which the formal admittance of a 
selected or elected candidate is brought to its ffiial conclusion. We 
use the phrase, “by the authority of the pope,” to indicate that a 
direct, personal intervention by the pope is not necessarily required. 

So long as the adoption be done by someone to whom the pope 
has entrusted the task (regardless of the precise way in which the 
pope commissions him to do so), or in accord with regulations 
already established or approved by the pope. In saying that papal 
adoption is necessary, we do not mean it is merely necessary 
because of ecclesiastical law currently in force; we mean it is 
necessary by the divine law itself. Even though this necessity has 
never been explicitly defined, it follows absolutely from Catholic 

principles. , 

It is a fact that a bishop cannot act as a pastor of the Church 
unless he be a member of that body which is a continuation of 
the apostolic college. Now the Roman pontiff, as Chnsts vicar 
presides over that college with full and supreme authority. It would 
be ridiculous, therefore, to think that someone could be constituted 
a member of that body in such fashion as not to need to be 
acknowledged or adopted in any way by the very head of that 
body, i.e., the Roman pontiff. Again, the Roman pontiff is the 
supreme shepherd of the entire Church to which the bishops may 
be compared as subordinate shepherds for each individual part of 
the Church. Clearly it would be nonsensical to think someone 
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could take charge of part of the sheepfold without the ag re 
of the one who rules the universal sheepfold with ^ een j ent 
authority. ^ cte 

The objection is raised: in ancient times the popes did not ■ 
vene in any way at all in the selection of bishops. That they did'^ 
always intervene directly and by explicit consent, is granted- th^ 
they did not intervene at all, not even mediately and by ] e al 
consent, we deny. In the absence of historical testimony is 
admittedly impossible to prove this statement directly. 

Still, keeping in mind Catholic principles, it is fair enough to 
reconstruct the process somewhat as follows. 4 The apostles and 
their principal aides, in accord with Peter’s consent and will, both 
selected the first bishops, and decreed that thereafter when sees 
became vacant the vacancy should be taken care of in some satis¬ 
factory way, and in a way which at the very least would not be 
without the intervention of the neighboring bishops. As often 
therefore, in accord with this process, established with Peter’s 
approval, a new bishop was constituted in the early Church, 
Peters authority ratified that selection implicitly. Later on, when 
ecclesiastical affairs were arranged more precisely by positive law, 
the patriarchs in the Eastern churches and the metropolitans in the 
Western churches used to establish the bishops; but they did so 
only m virtue of the authority of the Apostolic See by which they 
emse \es had been established, even though in a variety of ways, 
finally,, ini later centuries the matter of establishing bishops was 
set up m different fashion; indeed in such a way that in the Latin 
curch especially, the direct intervention of the Roman pontiff was 
required. For details in this matter, consult the canonists. 

' T h ° PS TeCeiVe 1 urtsdica °» over their flock directly 

from the Roman pontiff. 

This is certain. 

mem * e in P d T v W° US , K S f i0n WaS P ° inted out ‘ ha ‘ establish- 
the pone l' wl ° PS a ‘ WayS involves som e intervention by 

diction over their flocks V wid^urdi n0t exercise their J uris - 

of the pone AnniVi« .. * consent > explicit or implicit, 

ep^op^ 

see Tf/it rs 
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Briefly, do the bishops receive jurisdiction directly from God, or 
only indirectly through the mediation of the Roman pontiff? 

Prior to Mystici Corporis, two opinions were held by Catholics: 
l Some theologians taught that God directly confers episcopal 
jurisdiction in each individual instance, either by the very consecra¬ 
tion of the bishop, or in some other way. Consequently those 
authors were of the opinion thai the pope either merely assigned 
the bishop his flock, or limited the bishop’s divinely conferred 
jurisdiction to a definite church, or by his consent fulfilled some 
condition without which Christ would not confer jurisdiction on 
the individual bishop, etc. But no matter how they explained the 
matter, they all admitted that jurisdiction was bestowed from 
heaven always in dependence upon and with subordination to the 
supreme pontiff, so that the pope could always restrict, extend, or 
even completely prohibit the exercise of that jurisdiction. This 
opinion, once hotly defended in the Council of Trent, was de¬ 
scribed by Benedict XIV as: “backed by valid arguments .” 5 

2. The other, and always the majority opinion, maintained that 
bishops received their jurisdiction not directly, but indirectly from 
God. They receive it, in other words, through the supreme pontiff 
who, in establishing them as bishops, at the same time by explicit 
will, or at least by legal will, confers jurisdiction upon them. This 
second opinion, in the judgment of the same Benedict XIV, seems: 
(a) more in harmony with reason; and ( b) more in harmony with 
authority '.” 6 

In reference to (a): It harmonizes better with the monarchical 
structure of the Church that all jurisdiction should be communi¬ 
cated to subordinate pastors by the supreme pastor, the vicar of 
Christ. Again, since there is no doubt at all that the power of the 
supreme pontiff suffices to confer jurisdiction on bishops, the direct 
intervention of God is adduced without any real need for it. 
Furthermore, this second opinion gives a far easier explanation of 
why it is that the pope can diminish, increase, restrict, or even 
completely take away the jurisdiction of a bishop. Finally, it is a 
fact 7 that: 

A bishop appointed to a diocese, but not yet consecrated, pos¬ 
sesses jurisdiction; contrariwise, a bishop already consecrated, 
but not yet established over a diocese, lacks jurisdiction. Two 
consequences follow immediately from that fact: first, that 
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episcopal jurisdiction is not conferred by consecration; secondly 
that it is conferred through the mediation of papal confirmation 
[i.e., adoption].—Zapalena, loc. cit. 


In reference to (b): St. Optatus of Mileve says, "St. Peter alone 
received the keys of the kingdom of heaven to confer them on 
others” ( De schismate Donatistarum 7. 3). In these words, Optatus 
seems to have been considering, not the apostles ° themselves, but 
their successors, the bishops. 

Innocent I states that especially in questions of the faith, all 
bishops should consult St. Peter: "the originator of both his [the 
bishops] name and honor” ( Epistula 30). 

St. Leo I says of St. Peter, “If [Christ] willed the rest of the 
rulers to have anything in common with him [Peter], He never 
gave except through him whatever it was He did not deny to the 
others” ( Sermo 4. 2). 

Pius VI praises the Roman pontiff “from whom the bishops 
themselves receive their own authority, just as he himself has 
received his supreme authority from God” (DB 1500). 

Finally, in his epoch-making encyclical, Mystici Corporis, Pius 
XII states explicitly and without any qualification that the bishops 
receive their jurisdiction directly from the pope: 


as far as each ones own diocese is concerned, they [the bishops] 
each and all as true Shepherds feed the flocks entrusted to them 
and rule them in the name of Christ. Yet in exercising this 
office they are not altogether independent, but are duly sub- 
ordinate to the authority of the Roman Pontiff; and although 
their jurisdiction is inherent in their office, yet they receive it 
directly from the same Supreme Pontiff.—MCC 52; italics ours. 


VT explicit, even though brief, declaration by Pius 

All the first opinion is, we feel, no longer tenable. We would agree 
W1 ^ Ottaviani s statement that the second opinion “should 
now ... be rated as absolutely certain because of the words of 
me supreme pontiff, Pius XII.” 8 


ceiv 0 edb e oth P S! eS th -T elveS> a ^ c0 [ding to the more common opinion, re- 

(ZaSeL.I^ cft. ,U ^ Sd i 05 ) n ^ miSSi ° n ^ Christ Himself Meetly 
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Assertion 6: No one else in the Church besides the bishops pos- 203 

sesses jurisdiction by divine law. 

This assertion must be held contrary to the position of some 
Gallicans and Jansenists who taught that even the office of “parish 
pastors” was instituted by Christ in his seventy-two disciples.® 

That idea is utterly nonsensical. Even though the priesthood (and 
likewise the diaconate) is of divine institution, the position of 
parish pastor was introduced by the Church, and introduced no 
earlier than the fifth century. Consequently, the jurisdiction of 
parish pastors in the internal forum, even though it is ordinary, 
comes to them only by ecclesiastical law. 


Notes 

1. See DB 1828; TCT 208; and MCC 52. 

2. What is said here about the obligation to heed the teaching of an 
individual bishop in his own diocese can be applied in some fashion to parish 
pastors and other authorized preachers of God’s word; namely, insofar as they 
are in unison with the local bishop and acting at his behest. 

3. See Pontificale Romanum, p. 1, De pallio. 

4. For a fuller and stricter theological demonstration of this question, 
see Zapalena, op. cit., II, 94-115. 

5. De Synodo dioecesana, I, 4, 2. 

6. Ibid. 

7. For a brief, cogent proof of this point, see Zapalena, loc. cit., p. 107-8. 

8. Institutions juris publici ecclesiastici (Rome, 1947), I, 413; see Zapa¬ 
lena, loc. cit., p. 112. 

9. To this category belong propositions 9 and 10 of the Synod of Pistoia 
condemned by Pius VI; see DB 1509-10. 




Article II 


THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED COLLECTIVELY 


I. Preliminary Remarks: 

Proposition: The college of bishops, whether gathered in an 
ecumenical council, or dispersed throughout the 
world but morally united to the supreme pontiff, 
in its teaching on matters of faith and morals] 
is infallible. 

Proof: contained in the previous proof for the infallibility 
of the Church’s magisterium. 

Scholion: Ecumenical Councils: 

1. Conditions 

2. Usefulness 

3. A list of ecumenical councils 
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THE BISHOPS CONSIDERED COLLECTIVELY 


|. Preliminary Remarks 

Viewing the bishops “collectively” does not mean considering 
them simply as a mathematical total of many persons individually 
placed in charge of individual dioceses. If that were the case, there 
would be nothing special to add to what has already been stated 
in the previous article. Rather, it means considering the bishops 
insofar as all of them along with the Roman pontiff form a 
corporate entity , or a single body of pastors placed in charge of 
the entire Church. Since they do not form a single body except 
insofar as they are united to the supreme pontiff and are subject 
to him, it should be clear that formulae like: “college of bishops ” 
"body of bishops,” “the Catholic episcopate,” etc.-always include 
the pope, the head and crown of the rest. 

Note, too, that in asserting that all the bishops (insofar as 
jointly with the Roman pontiff they form one body) are in charge 
of the universal Church, we do not imply that the bishops possess 
two kinds of jurisdiction: one which is particular and received 
directly from the pope; the other which is universal and received 
directly from Christ Himself in their episcopal consecration. 1 Not 
at all. We maintain that the bishops do not possess any other juris¬ 
diction than that which they receive from the Roman pontiff. All 
the same, when the bishops scattered throughout the world-but 
in harmony with their head-are governing their individual flocks, 
they are by that very fact simultaneously concurring with the 
Roman pontiff in governing the entire flock of Christ. Similarly, 
when a large group of bishops, assembled in a council, is adopted 
by the pope into a unity of a single agent, all of them as a group 
concur in ruling the universal Church, even though they do so 
only in virtue of the power transmitted to them by the Roman 
pontiff. 


204 
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Proposition. The college of bishops, whether gathered in 

menical council, or dispersed throughout the world but rr ^it 
united to the supreme pontiff, in its teaching on matters ntf-'i 
and morals, is infallible. ' ait ' x 

This proposition is of faith. 

In the analysis of this proposition, keep in mind the principle 
laid down above (see nos. 77-99) about the object, nature and 
conditions of infallibility. 

The first part of this proposition states that the college of bishops 
is endowed with the charism of infallibility when it is assembled 
together somewhere in an ecumenical council. What is required to 
constitute an ecumenical council will be explained in detail below 
(no. 207). Here we emphasize simply one point: there cannot be 
an ecumenical council without the consent and cooperation of the 
supreme pontiff (CIC 222). 

The second part of the proposition states that the college of 
bishops is also endowed with infallibility when dispersed through¬ 
out the world, but morally united with the Roman pontiff. In other 
words, when the individual bishops, residing in their home dioceses, 
unanimously propose the same doctrine as the pope and impose 
that doctrine in unqualified fashion, they are infallible. 

, 1116 doctrinal agreement of the bishops dispersed throughout 
the world can be discerned in a variety of ways: for example, from 
e catechisms they allow to be published for the instruction of 
e ait u , rom the pastoral instructions the bishops issue to 
oppose some erroneous doctrine which is beginning to spread; from 
frn ti Cre f S ° oca ^ counc ils held in various parts of the world; 

” 16 act ~? a * a g * ven doctrine is normally preached through- 
, Cnhre atbobc world in sermons to the people, or is found 
so forth^ m ^ >ra ^ er ^ 00 ^ s P oss essing episcopal approbation, and 

f tating tbat ^ unanimity of the bishops does 
one or hvn u-V mathemati cally universal, as though the dissent of 
of the eni« 1S °P S wou ld cripple the teaching power of the rest 
niX- ZT COllege ' What Suffices is a ^ally universal una- 
even m ° St mstances wiU not be difficult to determine, 

requirement f “ UTipossible to fix mathematically the minimum 
& ° r r h Unanimity - ° n the other ba nd, no matter 
such unankX 55 the agreement of bisho Ps might conceivably be, 
mity would never suffice for infallibility if the Roman 
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ontiff were to be in opposition to it. We deliberately use the 
hrase “might conceivably be,” because the more probable opinion 
of theologians maintains that factually it could never happen that 
a majority of the bishops would depart from the doctrine of the 
pope. 

Even though the proposition as laid down above has never 
been explicitly defined, it is a dogma of faith in both its parts. For 
ecumenical councils have really been proclaiming their own infal¬ 
libility every time they exercised it; and they have exercised it 
every time they have handed down a definitive decree condemning 
heresies. As for the second part of the proposition, the infallibility 
of the episcopal college dispersed throughout the world was 
implicitly asserted by the Vatican Council when it stated: “By 
divine and Catholic faith must be believed all those matters which 
are contained in the written or handed-down word of God and 
which are proposed by the Church to be believed as divinely 
revealed, whether she does so by a solemn judgment or by her 
ordinary and universal magisterium n (DB 1792). 

Proof: 

Proof of the proposition is contained in all the arguments given 
previously (no. 79 ff.) to prove the infallibility of the Church’s 
magisterium; for the magisterium of the Church, viewed concretely, 
is the body of the bishops united to their head. 

The following three brief theological arguments will pinpoint 
the reasons why the Catholic episcopate, when united to the pope, 
is endowed with infallibility in teaching matters on faith and 
morals. Although these arguments speak formally of an ecumenical 
council,” they are equally applicable to the college of bishops 
dispersed throughout the world. 8 

1. It has been proven: (a) Christ instituted an infallible magis¬ 
terium in the apostolic college; (b) this magisterium was to be 
perpetual or continued in the legitimate successors of the apostles; 

(c) the apostolic college is continued by the episcopal college; 

(d) but an ecumenical council is the episcopal college together 
with its head. Consequently we have present in an ecumemcal 
council the infallible magisterium instituted by Christ. 

2 If the teaching Church in an ecumenical council could fall 
into error the universal Church would also err in believing. But 
the universal Church cannot err in believing, otherwise (contrary 
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to the promise of Christ), “the gates of hell would prevail ag • 
her.” ' gainst 

3. If an ecumenical council were to err, so too would the 
speaking ex cathedra. But the pope when speaking ex cathedT 
cannot err, as was previously demonstrated. The conclusion is clear 
First of all, then, the Roman Catholic episcopate exercises infal 
libility when assembled in conciliar fashion, for a definition by an 
ecumenical council is the clearest and most solemn way in which 
the magisterium instituted by Christ can exercise its prerogative 
That is why St. Athanasius stated in reference to a decree of the 
Council of Nicaea: “The word of the Lord expressed through the 
ecumenical Council of Nicaea will remain forever” ( Epistula ad 
Afros 2); and St. Gregory the Great stated: “For just as I accept 
and venerate the four books of the Holy Gospel, so, too, do I 
accept and venerate the four councils. And I likewise equally 
venerate a fifth council [i.e., should there be a fifth councill” 
(Epistulae i. 25). 

Second, the Roman Catholic episcopate exercises its infallibility 
when dispersed throughout the world. For Christs promise of 
divine assistance to the magisterium of the Church was given in 
unqualified fashion. Consequently there are no grounds whatsoever 
to support the restriction of Christs promise exclusively to the ex¬ 
traordinary case of an ecumenical council. Indeed, in saying: “And 
mark: 1 am with you at all times,” Christ declared in very plain 
ternis that His help would primarily pertain to that daily and 
ordinary exercise of teaching power carried on by the episcopacy 
dispersed throughout the world. 0 

207 Scholion. On Ecumenical Councils. 

may be defined as an aut horized assembly of the 
s ru ers to judge and legislate in matters of doctrine and 

through encyclica^lpH^™ 16 ^ °* ,^ e pa P a * ordinary magisterium as exercised 
the blh<£ s ^sptsed aPPli , C ^ e t0 the ° rdinar y Cerium of 

pontiff: “ . . thoco m0 H- 8 ^ out world but in agreement with the Roman 
which it is’true to W ‘ th ^ ? rdinary teaching authority, of 

NCWC trans, 20) ^ H h ,!ears you > hears MeT’ (Humani generis, 

° n , e mig ht say Christ’s promise to assist His 
extraordiSa^ case of eonl? i 6 ^7 ^ lpfu \. if k Wer ® restricted to the 

councils in7he 2 000 There have been only 20 ecumenical 

suppose that ChrS left Hifrh T? 2“ ° f the Church - Are we t0 

the several hun£ vi H Church to fumble with purely human aids during 
nundre d year intervals between ecumenical councils? 
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lesiastical discipline. Councils are divided into two major 
eC tegories: particular and general (ecumenical). A particular • 
ouncil is one in which bishops from a single province, or from 
several provinces, gather together; an ecumenical council is one 
in which the entire episcopal college is represented. 4 

1. Requirements for an Ecumenical Council. Two things are 
necessary by divine law t to have such a council: (a) that all 
bishops who are ordinaries of dioceses throughout the world be 
summoned and that a sufficient number from different parts of the 
world actually attend so that, morally speaking, they are judged 
to represent the entire episcopal college. 5 Given such a representa¬ 
tion, those bishops who are actually absent from the council are 
judged to yield their own right and to agree tacitly to all decrees 
which may be handed down. 

Titular bishops need not, apparently, be summoned to an ecu¬ 
menical council. They can, of course, be invited and if present 
possess a deliberative vote. On them and other invited clerics J 
the pope, out of the fulness of his own power of jurisdiction, con¬ 
fers a quasi-episcopal jurisdiction for the occasion. 

( b ) That the authority of the pope be joined to the council and 208 

• This category is subdivided into provincial and plenary councils: 

. . a council is described as provincial when there are present at it the 
bishops of a single province, under the presidency of its Archbishop or 
Metropolitan; plenary (at one time called notional) when composed of the 
bishops of one kingdom or nation; general or ecumenical . when repre¬ 
senting the Universal Church, with the Roman Pontiff presiding; either 
personally or through his representaUve-Aelred Graham, CXS.B The 
Church on Earth,” in The Teachings of the Catholic Church, II, 7-4. 
t We say by divine law because this matter is inextricably interwoven vnth 
die constitution^ of the Church at established by Christ By divinelaw 
and his successors, the popes, received the primacy; and by dime kw o uty 
the bishops are the successors of the apostles, co-ruhng vnth. JPeter theurn 
versal Church. Finally, do not misconstrue the phrase la " “? V, 

meant: Cod Himself or Christ has decreed that dteciZlto 

be convoked at regular intervals. It means simply, if the Church decides to 

hold an ecumenicar council, certain conditions for such a council 
by divine law (Zapalena, p. 177). £cctena«,cnl law governing matters per 

taining to ecumenical councils is found in C , , . deliberative 

X Those summoned to an Oecumenical Council, and a deliberative 

i n f »Un Holv Roman Church, whether or not they be 

vote, Schbfshops, and Prelates Nullius; the Abbot 

Primate the" Abbot Superiors of Monastic Congregations and the Chief 

rnmate, me L or ders of c erics. Titular bishops also have 

a^ehbCTaU^^^^whenfcalled^o” Council. The expert theologian, and 
a aeiioerat , attend are there in an advisory capacity, not as 
Se"s and'ttnteTin'Triers nf fnith.-Aelrcd Graham, Inc. e#.. p. 725: 
see CIC 223. 
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invest it No matter how numerous the gathering 0 f hj. s h 
does not constitute the body of the pastors of the Church 
Peter be joined to it. Consequently, even if all the bisho Un Gss 
assembled in one place, they do not possess supreme authorihT ^ 
the Church, nor infallible teaching power except insofar aj th^ 
are united with the Roman pontiff and together with him f ^ 
one moral person. ° nn 

If we scrutinize more closely the relationship which, because of 
the primacy and hence by divine law, obtains between the pope 
and an ecumenical council, the following points stand out: 

(J) The pope alone has the right to convoke an ecumenical 
council. 6 To understand this point correctly, it is necessary to 
distinguish carefully between convocation viewed simply as a 
material action, and viewed as an authoritative action. 

Material convocation of an ecumenical council is simply the 
physical act which causes the assemblage of bishops in one geo¬ 
graphical location; convocation viewed as an authoritative act is 
what makes the gathering take on the nature of an ecumenical 
council. Material convocation of a council is not legitimate unless 
it be done either by the pope or with the consent—tacit or ex- 
pressed-of the pope. Briefly, then, regardless of the particular 
fashion in which a council may be supposed to be physically con¬ 
voked, the council itself is always legitimate, provided it does not 
lack papal convocation in the second sense of the term. This papal 
appro ation is ipso facto possessed when the pope, either person¬ 
ally or through his ambassadors, joins himself to the gathering. 
In so doing he adopts the gathered bishops into unity with himself 
so a oge ler with himself they constitute one moral person 
teaching and judging. It should be clear, therefore, that papal 
n ',° Ca ° n essence of an ecumenical council only insofar 

estalili ta en t0 designate that action of the pope which 

establishes the council in its specific character 

a nurXTt” """f* Ught °f hist ory: turning from 

it i S ceLl ^T i eXP C 0S1 , thiS matter facts of history, 

bv the emn^o " 6 if “f were materially convoked 

\ the emperors m whose hands in those days lay practically all 

*Zapalena*s exposition of this point is both suceinr* • • 

of Nieaea was 
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the preparations for and the expenses of the councils. Nor can it 
be proven that the emperors always sought the consent of the 
Roman pontiffs in this business. Nevertheless, with the exception 
of the First and Second Councils of Constantinople (which will be 
discussed separately below), the pope’s formal convocation, in the 
sense described above, was never missing. 7 

(2) The pope alone has the right to preside over an ecumenical 
council, not merely in the sense of giving some sort of direction 
to it, such as we mean by presiding over parliaments, but presiding 
with real and complete jurisdiction; for the relationship obtaining 
between the pope and the bishops gathered together cannot be 
any different than his relationship to them when they are dispersed 
throughout the world. Consequently, the pope alone has the right 
to determine the matters to be discussed, the methods of procedure 
to be followed, and so on. Likewise he has the right to transfer, 
suspend, or dissolve a council. The pope can do all these things 
either personally, or by one or several legates.-As for the fact 
that we sometimes read that an emperor “presided” over some 

tinople by Theodosius I; the Council of Ephesus by Theodosius II . . . 
nonetheless these councils were from the very beginning acknowledged 
as truly ecumenical. „ . 

Two theories have been proposed to meet this difficulty. The first opinion 
holds that the Christian emperors convoked these councils by ministerial 
power, in other words, really as agents of the pope. The second opinion 
holds that the Christian emperors were really acting on their own authonty 
but that their assembling of the councils was a purely material convocation. 
The councils received legitimate authorization through subsequent papal 
approbation. And the fact that papal approbation was never lackingat 
these Eastern councils is proven beyond cavil by the mere fact that the 
supreme pontiff sent his delegates to those councils. 

This second theory is, in our opinion, far more probable and far morem 
conformity with historical evidence. There are extant si* £pe^ letters 
of convocation; two for the Council of Ephesus-two for** 
Chalcedon—one for the little Council of Ephesus-one for the Fust CouncU 
of Nieaea. To anyone reading these letters it appearsquitedear thatthe 
emperors were acting not as ministers of the pope but m theu own, nmne 
and authority. In this business one has constantly to keep m mmd<m_one 
hand the factor of caesaropapism, and on the other, a P^cal-re 81 , 
zeal that was coupled with theological ignorance. Finally ^ 
tinguish between the native right to convoke a council and the-actual 
or exercise of that right. The pope indeed enjoys the naUve nght of con¬ 
voking ecumenical councils for the universal good 

is not bound to exercise that right. Nor is there any difficulty m the fact 
of the popes allowing a Christian emperor to take the initiative in this 
whole busLss seeing that the pope would hardly have been able_to carry 
out such an enterprise successfully all on his own .-hoc. ctt., p. 176-7. 

( 335) 


209 



Christ’s church 

ancient councils, the meaning is not that the emperor \ V 
genuine head of the council, but simply that he was gj V( ! S ^ 
honor of acting as host to and protecting the council. n 
(5) The decrees of an ecumenical council must be ratified k 
the pope. They must be ratified in the sense that no decree ^ 
matter how drawn up, could have coercive value unless it be * 
clear that the Roman pontiff has consented to it. From thisT*? 
it should be clear that ratification can take place in various wT ’ 
If the pope is personally present it suffices for him to add his vote 
to the votes of the other bishops. If the pope is absent but has 
proposed a predetermined opinion to be followed by the fathers 
of the council, their adherence to it does away with any necessitu 
for subsequent ratification. If the pope while absent sends his 
legates without any definite instruction, then his subsequent rati¬ 
fication is required. This subsequent ratification may be either 
explicit or tacit and consists in this, that the pope allows the 
decrees formulated with the consent of his legates to be pro¬ 
mulgated: for a commander who does not revoke the acts of his 
legates by that very fact approves and ratifies them. 8 In ancient 
tunes tlie emperors likewise approved the decrees of councils by 
giving them the power of law in the civil forum. 

If the decrees of some council, convened without the coopera¬ 
tion of the supreme pontiff, are later on solemnly approved by the 
Apostolic See or are received by the universal Church, they obtain 
e force of the decrees of an ecumenical council. It is for this 
reason that the First Council of Constantinople (381) and the 
Second Council of Constantinople (553), which strictly speaking 
were only plenary councils of the Eastern Church, are usually 
Creed ill ec ^ me ^ counc ^ for the amplification of the Nicene 
the her .«• 6 f iwr j ^ ounc ^ Constantinople to condemn 
tion mad" °l M * Ced c ° nia ™ m > etc, and similarly the anathematiza- 
^ “ C0Undl 0f Constantinople, in which 

ee Chapters were condemned, were gradually approved 

tions If’the^itTngs’of ^nfeod!^ 166 F]j pters ” . was first applied to certain por- 
H. r M en Die C pen ar1 ^ sTTe if f^ 
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. t j ie universal Church. 9 Consequently, even though these two 
councils were not ecumenical in their assemblage, they were later 
on made ecumenical in authority, but only with reference to the 
matters mentioned; for the disciplinary decrees of the council of 
the year 381 were not received by the universal Church. 

2. The Usefulness of Ecumenical Councils. Ecumenical councils 211 
are not strictly necessary, since there may be a coercive condemna¬ 
tion of errror or a definitive declaration of Catholic truth without 
such councils. Still, they are extremely useful, because, (a) in an 
ecumenical council, where there are gathered together the lights 

of the entire Church, there are abundant means for investigating 
the tradition and mind of the Church and for laying down the 
disciplinary laws best suited to meet the necessities of the times; 

(b) the splendor of authority, native to the decrees of an ecu¬ 
menical council, does a great deal to incline men to obey more 
easily; (c) decrees of reform, laid down in an ecumenical council 
are more smoothly and efficaciously put into practice: for it is 
quite connatural that the bishops should with greater zeal urge 
the fulfillment of those very decrees in whose formulation they 
themselves had a hand. 

3. List of Ecumenical Councils. Here it may be useful to 212 
append a list of the twenty ecumenical councils and the major 
points decided at them. 

(1) The First Council of Nicaea was held in the year 325 
under Pope St. Sylvester and Constantine the Great. This council 
condemned the heresy of Arius who denied that the Word was 
consubstantial with the Father. 

(2) The First Council of Constantinople was held in the year 
381 under Pope St. Damasus and Theodosius the Elder. This coun¬ 
cil condemned the heresy of Macedonius who denied the divinity 
of the Holy Spirit. Later on, this council attained ecumenical 
stature through the approval of the Church. 

(3) The Council of Ephesus was held in the y e£ »r 431 unde * 

St. Celestine, the Pope, and Theodosius the Younger. This council 
condemned Nestorius who claimed there were two persons in 
Christ, and denied that the Blessed Virgin could be called the 

Mother of God. . . , 

(4) The Council of Chalcedon was held in the year 451 under 
Pope St Leo I and Marcianus. This council condemned Eutyches 
who claimed there was only one nature in Christ ( Monophysitism). 
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(5) The Second Council of Constantinople was held in the 
553 under Pope Vigilius and Justinian. Later on this yea . r 
attained ecumenical stature through the approval of the cu Uncd 

(6) The Third Council of Constantinople was held in the^^ 

6S0 under Pope Agatho and Constantine Pogonatus. This c 
condemned the Monothelites who acknowledged only one C .?, Unci J 
one kind of activity in Christ. and 

(7) The Second Council of Nicaea was held in the year 787 
under Pope Adrian I and Constantine VI, against the Iconoclasts 

(S) The Fourth Council of Constantinople was held in the year 
869 under Pope Adrian II and Basil I. This council deposed Phothis 

(9) The First Latcran Council was held in the year 1123 
under Pope Callistus II. This council solemnly ratified the Callis 
tine Agreement (Concordat of Worms) of the preceding ‘year 
which put an end to the quarrel over the investiture of bishops 

(10) The Second Lateran Council was held in the year 1139 
under Pope Innocent II, to put an end to the schism that started 
during the reign of Anacletus II. 

(11) The Third Lateran Council was held in the year 1179 
under Pope Alexander HI. This council established numerous dis¬ 
ciplinary laws. 

(12) Tlie Fourth Lateran Council was held in the year 1215 
"T I " n ,°, C T lt , 1 ' 1 ' This council condemned the Albigensian 
of ve J d es . tabl,shed disciplinary laws, among which was the law 
of yearly confession and Easter Communion. 

, p T , F,rst Cm ‘”cil of Lyons was held in the year 1245 
under Pope Innocent IV. This council deposed Frederick II. 

under Pone e J econd Council °f Lyons was held in the year 1274 
STLrins a In thiS C0UnciI ,he Greeks union with 

FaU,ef: n n S d t fi n neJ ^ Pr ° CeSSi0n ° f ‘ he spirit from both 

Pop^Clementv"™ ° f T he ' d in the >’ ear 1311 under 

pressed 

wspMMlu °! C ° m,ance held the years 1414-141S 

conducted trT' C ; 5* * V?’ tW sessi ™ s which were 

- d — 
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was in the year 1438 transferred to the city of Ferrara; and was 
transferred in the year 1439 from Ferrara to Florence. The things 
decided at Basel for the most part do not possess ecumenical value, 
since they were not ratified 10 by Eugene IV. At Florence the 
Greeks were once again united with the Latins. 

(18) The Fifth Lateran Council was held during the years 
1512-1517 under Popes Julius II and Leo X. This council dealt 
mainly with disciplinary matters. 

(19) The Council of Trent was held during the years 1545- 
1563 under Popes Paul III, Julius III, and Pius IV. It defined many 
points on grace and the sacraments and condemned the various 
errors of the Protestants. 

(20) The Vatican Council was held in the years 1869-1870 
under Pope Pius IX. This council formulated two dogmatic con¬ 
stitutions, namely, On Catholic Faith, and On the Church of Christ 
and then was suspended because of the violence of the times. 


Notes 

1. This was the opinion taught by Bolgeni at the beginning of the nine¬ 
teenth century, and some canonists followed him. They added, however, 
that bishops could make use of that universal jurisdiction received directly 
from Christ only in a council.—This opinion is no longer tenable after the 
statement of Pius XII that the jurisdiction of bishops is received directly from 
the pope: “Yet in exercising this office they [the bishops] are not altogether 
independent, but are duly subordinate to the authority of the Roman Pontiff; 
and although their jurisdiction is inherent in their office, yet they receive it 
directly from the same Supreme Pontiff” (MCC 52). 

2. Zapalena denies that a moral unanimity is an essential requirement tor 
episcopal infallibility when the bishops are gathered in ecumenical councils; 
all that is required is a simple conciliar majority. 

If it be asked whether moral unanimity be an essential requirement the 
more common answer is in the negative. First of all because ^necessity 
cannot be demonstrated; secondly, because there is no sure cn enon for 
determining precisely [such moral unanimity], as s o ® finally 
the controversies about this point in the very Vatican Coined; finally 
because, once such a necessity is admitted, there arises the danger of 
disputes Therefore, a conciliar majority, such as is customary in all human 
gatherings suffices. Perhaps you will ask: what if the ma,onty section 
should disagree with the pope? The first reply to that is: is such a case 
possible under the guidance of Divine Providence? ^ 
certainly never occurred. Even granting such a possibility, I think one 
should reply as follows: the minority side in unison with a pope defining 
wnnlrt hovJ in nrevail- and one further question only could be asked: 
whether 1 in such a case’ one was really discussing conciliar infallibility, or 
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rather papal? But this question (since it is purely hypothcHnoi\ 
little practical importance.-Op. cit., II, 180-1. a ' ,s of 

Actually the learned author’s disagreement with the position outlined 
text, seems more a quarrel over terminology than the ideas involved-° • 
it is admitted to begin with that: (a) no majority could prevail ov 
pope; (b) it is impossible to determine mathematically what constitute*^ ^ 
unanimity; (c) historically no instance has ever occurred in which S m ° ra * 
majority of the episcopate was in opposition to the pope; (d) that a 
case seems impossible, granted the constant guidance of the Church hft,* 
Holy Spirit. Dy 016 

However, the same author (Zapalena), in our opinion, overemphasizes th 
difficulties of determining the moral unanimity of the teaching of the enis 
pate scattered throughout the world; and thus perhaps practically-not th 
retically—unden-ates the value of that episcopal ordinary magisterium See 
i bid., p. 185 ff. oee 

3. These arguments are taken directly from Zapalena, loc. cit. n 182 

the 6 world («?^ * "" ePiSC ° Pate 

■ . 4 'i Th ° ‘fP™ council , “ d svnod are roughly synonymous and are used 
mterchangeably, except that a synod held by a single bishop with his local 
clerg,’, store it a not a gathering of bishops, is not usually called a council. 

5. For an historical digest of the numbers of bishops present at various 
councils, see Zapalena, loc. cit., pp 178-79 

6. See CIC 222. 

7. See Hefele, op. eft., I, 5-14; Funk, Ablumdl, I, 39 If.- Kneller "Paost 

Belfanrl'V'T i ah ,uT end ” ZkTh (1903) - 1 •™ d 391; idem, "Zur 
Berurung der Konzihen, ZkTh (1906), 1 and 408. 

be moven 0n thatrt r0 d C, ' CS the ™ att ” from hist "y »I«ne, it does not seem to 
eX “ bseouent r iT’i ‘u e C °" nCiIs Were ^ an 

pp4^fe“°87 y ff . the !UPreme 

that Pope Damasus ratified'th C p ntrar ^ '* does not seenl lo ,)e established 
loc. cit. p 99 - Henrp r U v- F £ St CounciI of Constantinople: see Funk, 
Pope vis T Cit " 319 - And, strictly speaking, 

by condemning “The Three^hanters” 1 }? ?° UnCl1 °J Cons tantinople, although, 
fact consent to Z coZutlL j ^ he did as * ° f 

10. See Hefele, loc. cit., p. 60 ff. 
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Church and State 


|. Preliminary Remarks 

The relationship of Church and State is a delicate, practical, 
and complex problem. Delicate because it touches two of man’s 
deepest allegiances: patriotism and religion. It is a practical prob¬ 
lem: it is not restricted to the quiet, scholarly sphere of theological 
or philosophical speculation, but enters the noisy market place of 
politics and government. It is a complex problem: its adequate 
solution involves three or four distinct sciences-theology, canon 
law, political science, and history. No one of these sciences can 
afford to neglect the others in scrutinizing this problem.® Finally, 
it is an explosive problem because it involves living people who 
feel strongly on the matter and often start from diametrically 
opposed principles. Devotion to truth does not give us the right 
to trample ruthlessly underfoot other people’s feelings; yet charity 
toward one’s neighbor does not justify any tampering with truth. 
A delicate problem indeed. 

To avoid confusion and unnecessary haggling, it should be 
stated plainly what will be treated here and what will not be 
treated. 

The first point to be noticed is that we are here primarily con¬ 
cerned with stating the theological principles involved. Matters 
primarily historical, political, or canonical will be mentioned only 
insofar as they are necessarily intertwined with a proper theological 
presentation. 1 


“Although each of these sciences has somethingi tocontribute to an ade¬ 
quate understanding and solution of this problem, the theologian wdl bear in 
mind that theology, in addition to being a science, is a wisdom Functionmg 
precisely as a science, it could contribute only its own special slan of the 
matter; but functioning as a wisdom, it can shed light on the other sciences. 
It has a higher vantage point and can discern when another science is ttes- 
passing its proper limits. For an interesting, recent article on the functioning 
of theology as a wisdom, see William O’Connor, The Crandeur and Misery 
of Theology," CTSA (1955), pp. 285-94. 
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Second, we are concerned with principles governing rt, 
tionship between the State and the Roman Catholic Ch 1 re * a ' 
the relationship between the State and non-Catholic ChT i!* 0 * 
Catholic doctrine does not discuss the latter point. 2 urc hes. 

Third, we are not exclusively nor primarily concerned • u 
the Church-State problem in the United States of America TV 
problem existed for 1400 years before America was discovered a 
will probably continue for centuries after the American civilizati 
has disappeared like others before it. Our concern is to deline 
the unchanging principles which are pertinent to any era and whi* h 
admit of analogical application 3 to the most diverse situations We 
shall nonetheless devote some space to the American situation for 
the sake of our American readers. Our aim in this section will be 
twofold: (1) to allay the honest but mistaken fears of many non 
Catholic Americans-fears engendered largely by a caricature of 
Uie Church s doctrine as presented in the writings of bigots- 
(2) to show there is no incompatibility between Catholic principles 
and the cherished traditions of this land, and no inconsistency 
between Catholic thought and practice, provided Catholic prin- 
cip es be understood in all their delicate balance. This matter 
wi appear m two scholia respectively entitled: The position of 
" 0 Cath0,ic **- and - where * 

we?h^r. 0f tre J ahn ? t Since *«• is a theological discussion, 

TeacW nnrV^m 6 C o hUrch ’ S Cerium to see her positive 

Ae bMinv Pr0 t b v m ' SeC ° nd > We shaU 8 ive an evaluation of 
tiie binding force of that teaching. 


Special Bibliography for Church and State 
Books and Documents 

Bonchi, a. state e Chiesa. Milan, 1942 ' 

Turin, 1932. 

Enrrons of “Commonweal.” CMolZn’ln ^ Urin : Rome ’ 1934 
1954. noncism m America. New York, 


( 344 ) 



CHURCH AND STATE 


Ehler, S., and Morrall, J. Church and State Through the Cen¬ 
turies. Westminster, Md., 1954. 

Garrigou-Lagrange, R. De revelatione, vol. 2, 4th ed., pp. 411-25. 
Rome, 1945. 

Gilson, E. The Church Speaks to the Modern World. New York, 

1954. 

Gurian, W., and Fitzsimons, M. The Catholic Church in World 
Affairs. Notre Dame, Ind., 1954. 

Hales, E. E. Y. Pio Nono. London, 1954. 

Hartmann, A. Toleranz und Christlicher Glaube. Frankfurt-am- 
Main, 1955. 

Herberg, W. Protestant-Catholic-Jew. New York, 1955. 

Jung, N. Le droit publique de TEglise, pp. 109-37. Paris, 1948. 
Leclercq, J. Histoire de la toUrance au sidcle de la Reforme. Paris, 

1955. 

Leo XIII. Encyclicals: On Human Liberty, (Libertas praestantis- 
simum, June 20, 1888); On Freemasonry, (Humanum genus, 
April 20, 1884); On Civil Government, (Diuturnum, June 29, 
1881); On the Christian Constitution of States, (Immortale 
Dei, Nov. 1, 1885); On Christian Citizenship, (Sapientiae 
Christianae, January 10, 1890); On Christian Democracy, 
(Graves de communi, January 18, 1901). 

Lercher, L. Institutiones theologiae dogmaticae, vol. 1, 5th rev. 
ed., by F. Schlagenhaufen, pp. 2 44 - 4 5, and 251. Innsbruck, 
195L 

Marchesi, F. Summula juris publici ecclesiastici. Naples, 1948. 
Maritain, J. Man and the State. Chicago, 1953. 

Ottavlani, A. Institutiones juris publici ecclesiastici, 3rd ed., vol. 
2. 1948. 

Parente, P. Theologia fundamentals, 3rd rev. ed., pp., 185-90. 
Turin, 1950. 

Pius IX. Encyclical: Quanta cura, (Dec. 8, 1864). 

Pius X. Encyclical: Vehementer Nos, (Sept. 8, 1906). 

Pius XI. Encyclicals: The Kingship of Christ, (Quas primes Dec. 
11, 1925); The Church in Germany, ( Mit brennender Sorge, 

March 14,’ 1937). , , w . 

Pius XII. Encyclical: On the Function of the State m the Modern 
World, ( Summi pontificate, October 20, 1939); Christmas 
Message Dec. 24, 1944; allocution to the Sacred College: 
Catholic's and World Reconstruction, (Ancora Una Volta, June 

( 345 ) 


Christ’s church 

1 , 1946); Address to Catholic Lawyers of Italy, (a 
Dec. 6 , 1953); Address to Historians , (Sept. 7 , 1955 )* 
Runciman, S. The Medieval Manichee. Cambridge, 1955 
Salaverrj, I. Sacrae theologiae summa, vol. I, 2nd ed 

817. Madrid, 1952. ’’ PP> 80& ~ 


Articles and Essays 

Cannavan, F. P. "Subordination of the State to the Church arm ,1 
ing to Suarez,” TS, 12 (1951), 354 ff. d * 

Christian Herald. 69 (August, 1946), p. 51. 

Connell, F. J. "Freedom of Worship,” Paulist Press, 1944. “Christ 
the King of Civil Rulers,” AER, 119 (October, 1948 ) 244 ff 
“Theory of the Lay State,” AER, 125 (July, 1951), 7 ff. 
ply to Father Murray,” AER, 126 (January, 1952), 49 ff 

Fenton, J. C. "Time and Pope Leo,” AER, 114 (May, 1946), 369 ff 
"The Catholic Church and Freedom of Religion,” AER 115 
1946286 ff - <The S ^tus of a Controversy,” AER 
124 (June, 1951), 451 ff. "Principles Underlying Traditional 
Church-State Doctrine,” AER, 126 (June, 1952), 452 ff “The 
Teachings of the Ci Riesci, n AER, 130 (February, 1954), 114 
ff. Toleration and the Church-State Controversy,” AER, 130 
(May, 1954), 330 ff. 

Hasseveldt R. “The Church and Civil Society,” in The Church: a 
wine Mystery, Transl. by Wm. Storey, 1955, 183 ff. 

ABTm> T-O- ‘The Independence of the Church,” AER, 122 (Jan- 
U 1951) 19 177 ff 7 ^ <<ThC StatC: ItS Elements >” AER, 125 (Sept., 

McMahon, F.^E.JOrestes Brownson on Church and State,” TS, 15 

MK Cn°vol' 2 a” 5 lT. a m ff. 1 * 6144 reIigiosa ’” Cioim Cattolica, 

M ™“Freedom T r ,f?° m ° f Reli S ion ” TS, 6 (March, 1945), 85 ff. 
1945 h 229 ff •? g,0D: . 1 ' Th c ° EthiCal Pr ° blem -” TS - 6 Oune, 
(Decemhc 7 iafo a . ratl ° n ^ burcb an< J State,” America, 76 
Au ltcnv ' 7 R fl’ u 61 " 63 - “ Reli S iOT « Liberty-Concern of 
mine tnZi A ( t 7 ' 1948) ' 513 - 16 - “*■ R o R ert Bellar- 
“Governmentai'n ’ 604 P ° Wer ’ TS ’ 9 ( Dece mber, 1948), 491 ff. 
26 ff -Thi n depression of Heresy,” CTSA (March, 1949), 

(4,^n' 327 m ff V e p gi 0 K, ° f 46 State -” ARR . 124 
w»l), 327 ff. The Problem of State Religion,” 



CHURCH AND STATE 


TS, 12 (June, 1951), 155 ff. (reply to G. W. Shea). “For 
the Freedom and Transcendance of the Church,” AER, 126 
(January, 1952), 28 ff. (reply to F. J. Connell). “Leo XIII on 
Church and State: the General Structure of the Controversy,” 
TS, 14 (March, 1953), 1 ff. “Leo XIII: Separation of Church 
and State,” TS, 14 (June, 1953), 145 ff. “Leo XIII: Two Con¬ 
cepts of Government,” TS, 14 (December, 1953). 551 ff. “On 
the Structure of the Church-State Problem,” in The Catholic 
Church in World Affairs , Indiana, 1954, 11 ff. “Problem of 
Pluralism in America,” Thought, 29 (Summer, 1954), 165 ff. 

Ottaviani, Alfredo Cardinal. “Church and State: Some Present 
Problems in the Light of the Teaching of Pope Pius XII,” 
AER, 128 (May, 1953), 321 ff. 

Rommen, II. “The Church and Human Rights,” in The Catholic 
Church in World Affairs (1954), 115 ff. 

Ryan, A. H. “The Church and Civil Government,” Studies, 41 
(1952), 151. 

Serer, R. “The Church in Spanish Public Life Since 1936,” in The 
Catholic Church in World Affairs (1954), 305 ff. 

Shea, G. W. “Catholic Doctrine and ‘the Religion of the State’,” 
AER, 123 (September, 1950), 161 ff. “Catholic Orientations on 
Church and State,” AER, 125 (December, 1951), 405 ff. 

Simon, Y. “The Doctrinal Issue between the Church and Democ¬ 
racy,” in The Catholic Church in World Affairs (1954), 87 ff. 

Time. 48 (July 29, 1946), p. 56. 

Weigel, G. “The Church and the Democratic State,” Theology 
Digest (Autumn, 1953), 169-175 (digest of longer article in 
Thought, 27, [Summer, 1952], pp. 165-84). 

Yanitelli, V. “A Church-State Controversy,” Thought, 26 (Autumn. 
1951), 443 ff. “A Church-State Anthology,” Thought, 27 
(Spring, 1952), 6 ff. (excerpts from J. C. Murray). 


( 347 ) 



Article I 
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I. Positive Teaching of the Church as Found in the C),rh„„ 

Magisterial '-’ramary 

Leo XIII’s Teaching 

II. Theological Principles Based on Leo's Teaching 

III. Principle 1: 

God is the author of all true authority, civil and religious alike. 

IV. Principle 2: 

Church and State are really distinct societies. Each is a com¬ 
plete society and independent in its own sphere. 

V. Principle 3: 

Church and State should not be hermetically sealed off from 
one another They should cooperate peacefully for their own 
mutual benefit. 

Scholion: The “Indirect Power” of the Church 

VI. Principle 4: 

the state because ° f * e n ° biii * ° f its 

VII. Principle 5: 

ino^Uthotem 3 ' 6 “ Per 56 ° bliged l ° make publiC pr0feS ' 
Meaning of the Principle 

Scholion 1: The position of non-Catholics in a Catholic 
state 

chohon 2. Where the “ideal” relationship is not obtainable 


Article 


TEACHING OF THE CHURCH 


|. Positive Teaching of the Church as Found in the 

Ordinary Magisterium 

The Vatican Council intended to discuss the problem of Church 
and State, but it was interrupted before it had the time to consider 
the matter. The Church’s teaching is therefore to be found in the 
ordinary papal magisterium. The classic places are primarily, 
though not exclusively, the encyclicals of Leo XIII. Pius XI and 
Pius XII have precised still further some points of Leo’s teach¬ 
ing, while reiterating it in substance. 

Leo Xlll’s Teaching 

Before summarizing the points taught by Leo, it is important 
to notice that Leo is concerned primarily with stating what is 
the ideal relationship that should obtain between the Catholic 
Church and a Catholic State . 0 The pope is concerned with the 

0 The English term, "state,” is to say the least, ambiguous. It c an »igmfy 
anything from an amorphous mass of people in a given geographical location 
to the top echelon of government. Contrariwise the LaUn 1 

or five different words to designate the various notons mduded mt hfa Oe 
meaning of "State.” According to Etienne Gilson: from the pomtofvi^ of 
the English usage, the word State is correctly emp °y , , , l- l 

the encyclicals. The word signifies both the /body poll*' 

Jacques Maritain describes as that part of the body P LOmrno ' n wel- 

cemed with the maintenance of the law, the P™™°, l «r • «- gee Gilson, 

fare and public order and the administrationopu 1 Q 54 ) p 28 Gilson 
The Church Speaks to the Modern World (New York, 19541, 
is careful to render the exact nuance of the i 0 f t h e dif- 

"ciouas." "civil* voestasr Z°Sm. 

(ChiSL Sn no W2 Although some political philosopher, might disputt 
(Chicago, 1951) PP- 1 -■ th me conceptual content, one cannot 

Maritain’s nMtpess'need not fall into the trap of 

As for the term, a C concent It is not purely a matter of head- 

w'jtfVoS* states less than 90% a "plastic- state. 
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relationship between the Church and states with a ] 
religious background only secondarily and incidentally 1 * Sni^ 0 
dealing with the latter question, the pope—in a few m ' ’ * n 
paragraphs which we shall quote later on-does clear]” 1 
how Catholic governments may grant full religious liberty t 
non-Catholic citizens without being inconsistent with r n° j ts 
principles. Catholic 

With tin's background we may state that Leo XIIIs Immnrf 
Dei (The Christian Constitution of States) is a kind of M ^ 
Charta laying down a blueprint for an ideal Catholic society om”* 
ized according to Catholic principles. In it is found his clearest 
and fullest teaching on the relationships between Church and Stnt 
in such a society. 4 

The main teachings of the encyclical may be summarized in 
the following points: 0 

alike ( 3 ) d ' S ^ aUth ° r ° f a " trUe authorit y. civil and religious 

2. God's authority backs up any legitimate form of govern- 
ment (4). 

wlZ'ff ?°\ be lempted ‘° deny ,hcre is ” England merely 
is a realih. rTJT P ‘ Imh T? t0 ‘"’migrate to Manchester; nor that there 
were once fellow-travelers 3 ~ Cause se . vera ‘ hundred thousand Americans 

the m S/»r W odd'tal d^Sr 1 ”"^rh^' Wi,h0Ut haS8ltag ab0ut 
the neonle as n n Py d ^scnbe a Catholic state as a country where 

scribe to the Catholic nhiW^f °c V?^ ivi ^ ua ^ 0r large group dissidents-sub- 
Church and accept it aSSV Jj fe ’ have historically )°'ned the Catholic 
trutlis taught by ft It is somewl^r^r ° D and accept a11 the revealed 

the American sta e „ 1 Way that we accept the concept of 

life, who historically UP j 60 ? 6 comrn *tted to an American way of 

land, wTthoTbothL^to e ,n CC ?i ed I th " Cons *'t u t ,0 n and traditions of this 
be anarcK,^ orZy\ e eXlterZ V 0 ^ which °-s may in their hearts 
Everybody, Catholic and nn r fk i by iM ertain artic l es of the Constitution, 
broad view of Ae ma^r and seems to take such a healthy, 

as “Catholic countries " Italy Ireland ^p *'? ^bbhng, immediately classifies 
addressing Italians (see cf&Jw?. 4 P °J and ’ Portuga h etc - Pi »s XII in 

as a Catholic state, without worr^Lg olefthe^frt^aVth ^ dutUlei 

of Italians who are at present rLmunil r tact that there are large groups 
of this usage of traditional terminnln S ‘ /f 0r a more technical justification 
Church and StetJ’lSsR IKfMBl W ' Shea > “Orientations on 
a/ate or a couniryisa “CatholS s kf ?^ ' ~ A final Caution: say that 

admirable in all its ways Just as individnaT* DOt / nean that it is necessarily 
because they fail to lWe u v5> Ca£ol£f* Catholics b »t bad men 
from time to time in their histo^T i >IeS) 50 Catholic states” may, 

Catholic principles they are supposed by betraying the 

numbers 6 iS^gSS. tSe encych ^** 11,6 paragraph 
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3 The Church has no preference for any one kind of govem- 
m ent. It is opposed only to governments that would trample under¬ 
foot either the rights of God or the rights of man (4 and 36). 

4 . In their own sphere civil governments should behave as 
agents of God’s authority and in their concern for public welfare 
should imitate God’s fatherly care and justice (5). 

5 . Civil society, since it derives its powers from God, is, in the 
objective order of things, bound to make public profession of the 
religion established by God (7, 25, 26, 34, 35). 

6 . Church and State are two distinct, complete, and indepen¬ 
dent societies (13). 

7 . The goal of the Church is the eternal supernatural happi¬ 
ness of mankind; it alone possesses authority over matters purely 
spiritual (14). 

8. The goal of civil society is man’s earthly welfare; it alone 
has authority over matters purely secular (14). 

9. Church and State should cooperate with one another for the 
benefit of their common citizens (14). 

10. The idea that civil authority I as its ultimate origin in the 
multitude of the citizens and not in God is a philosophical error 
and leads to evil consequences for civil society (25 and 31). 

11. Freedom is necessary to the Church for the fulfillment of 
its mission (34). 

12. In matters of mixed jurisdiction, Church and State may 
work out some harmonious arrangement through a concordat (35). 

13. Catholics should be public spirited and do their best, by 
all honorable means, to help restore modem society to Christian 
ideals (44-46). 

14. No fixed method can be prescribed for helping to Christian¬ 
ize modem society: methods will vary according to time, place, 
circumstances (46). 

15. The doctrine set forth in this encyclical is Catholic teaching 
on the ideal setup for a society organized according to Christian 
principles (16, 35, 36, 40, 50). 

II. Theological Principles Based on Leo’s Teaching 

The pontiffs teaching as contained in those points may be 
summarized in the following five theological principles: 

1. Cod is the author of all tme authority, civil and religious 

alike. 
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2. Church and State are really distinct societies. Each ' 

plete society and independent in its own sphere. 1S a Cotl i' 

3. Church and State should not be hermetically sealed 

one another. They should cooperate peacefully for ti ° * roiT1 
mutual benefit. leir °" r n 

4. The Church transcends the State because of th« . , 

of its nature and its goal. nobllit y 

5. A really • Catholic State is per se obliged to make public 

profession of Catholicism. p DUC 

214 III. Principle 1 

God is the author of all true authority, civil and religious alike 
This principle is a truth both of natural reason and revelation 
Reason points out that no man is an island: he needs the com 
pamonship of his fellow men if he is to live a fully human lift 
No man can be simultaneously farmer, doctor, lawyer, engineer' 
physicist, bricklayer, tailor, undertaker, and priest. Consequently 

? “ “ T ° f m f nS " atUre * hat m ° VeS him t0 live in society: 
rrr 1 ; r f f ,g T S - Since « is ™P<*siWe for a multitude 
of men to live together harmoniously unless there be order among 

vidual rill 01 "? leg ' hma ‘\ n,lin S autliority to safeguard the indi- 
hke a " d th ® common good of all, ruling authority, 

SLZT* 'T V ' basis in Since Cod is the 

unon PT CrGa ° r ° ^ t ^ n ® s an( * a ^ ^ings continuously depend 

uitLrT’T n every genuine ’ natural SOciet y has God as its 

Conse qnently all genuine authority over societies 

delegate^tn ° f G .° d ’ s desi S". ^"ded by Him and 

differed cn • T. Cn irou S b various, legitimate modes of organizing 
rent societies. Leo puts the matter aptly this way: 

helnuTtfIlwel^ Ct m ° VeS him t0 Uve in «vil society, for 
requhementl Iff,” 8 ^ provide himse,f with the necessary 

he'ltuld^ead'^Tf 11 ^' l“ ^^"^ordaine^that 

~ IS itstxs 

-once ‘'nt^ for a f s,0,e ' vhi . ch 

possibility.) P - **' p - 199 ’ where h <= envisages and discusses such a 
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supplied. But, as no society can hold together unless some one 
be over all, directing all to strive earnestly for the common 
good, every body politic must have a ruling authority, and 
this authority, no less than society itself, has its source in nature, 
and has, consequently, God for its author.— Immortale Dei 
(hereafter ID) Gilson ed.. No. 3. 

This same truth which is attainable by natural reason has also 
been proclaimed by God’s revelation. St. Paul reminds the Roman 
Christians in forceful terms that they must respect and obey civil 
authority, for its ultimate author is God: 

Let everyone submit himself to the ruling authorities, for there 
exists no authority not ordained by God. And that which exists 
has been constituted by God. Therefore he who opposes such 
authority resists the ordinance of God, and they that resist 
bring condemnation on themselves. . . . Accordingly we must 
needs submit, not only out of fear of punishment, but also for 
conscience sake.— Rom. 13:1-6. 

This principle is so sound that one might wonder why Leo XIII 
should stress it at such length. The reason is that in the rampant 
liberalism of the nineteenth century, various queer political theories 
about the origin of civil power were in vogue. One theory-no less 
aberrational for the fact that it was extremely popular-was the 
so-called “cab-driver theory” of government. 5 

According to this theory the rulers are purely and simply the 
instrument of the multitude. No real civil authority, capable of 
obliging in conscience, exists, and, consequently, no corresponding 
duty of obedience. 

Let the last effects of the traditional myths concerning the dig¬ 
nity of the ruling person be dissipated: men in government are 
reduced to the capacity of agents, managers, secr ^ es ’ 
ments that are traversed by power but have no power of their 
own They take orders,^, £ 

Ld rtrir feXrlip involves no authority. Even though the 
governing person is allowed to utter sentences grammaticallv 
^distinguishable from commands, the government like hired 
and paid servants, takes the orders of the governed and leads 
them where they want to go.-Yves R. Simon, art. at., p. 91. 
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In extreme form this theory takes a mystical turn 
“will of the people” becomes glorified as an impersonal” 1 
force which automatically regulates all tilings for th mta ^ e 
good. 0 conir non 

In sum, the origin and ultimate source of civil authority ■ 

God but tire people. The obvious mistake here is to confuse * 
fine with a reservoir, a telephone fine with a dynamo Be ^ 
civil authority is channeled through the votes of the peonle^ 
does not mean it originates with the people. This is njpu 1 
gist of Leo XIH’s protest against a false concepL 0 ( c t 
authority in vogue in his day: 1Vl1 

The sovereignty of the people, however, and this without anv 
reference to God, is held to reside in the multitude; which l 
doubtless a doctrine exceedingly well calculated to flatter and to 
inflame many passions, but which lacks all reasonable proof 

Indeed P° We, .. of lnsu ™g Public safety and preserving order 
Indeed, from the prevalence of tins teaching, things have come 
many hold as an axiom of civil jurispmden7 
*Us 4at m'ler may K^htfully Wed. For the opinion pre- 
ou the wn " T n0tIUI ; S m T (han deI <W c bosen to carry 
a ‘th~ f 7 Pe0P uf Whence U necessarily follows that 
„ S ( lre “ changeable as the will of the people, so that 
the risk of pubhc disturbance is ever hanging over our heads.- 

215 IV. Principle 2 

v\mZtr d T te j ° re 7^ diSHnCt Wies. ^ch is a com- 
plete society and independent in its own sphere. 

may be both 6 reaI 'i y dtoi £ nc t societies - Even though the same men 
"ouUv W 03 ° f the L Church “J citizens of a definite 
come a m a^ E arnatcd n ° i mean Ch “ rch State somehow be- 
bo* a chefs H K T ° D u h r b c rid *****■ Me " can belong to 
golf nor gob 22 a rr * g °' C ' Ub ’ but that d “s not make chess 
5o» 7*afLtt V ^ SlmplESt Pr ° 0f for d * part of *e proposi- 
goals for which ea hT 7 eas ‘ y dls(in guished by the different 
t the supernatural® 1 ami 7 Tf* 4 The ^ the Church 
of civil foeTet fa r i n , aPP ; neSS of mankind; the goal 

in facb 

ChUtCh and State are C0 We societies. A complete, 
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effect ° society is one whose goal is supreme in its own sphere 
° f ? which possesses, theoretically at least, all the means needed 
to achieve that goal. Any society lacking either of these two 
uisites is necessarily an incomplete, imperfect society, destined 
} v its very nature to be part of some larger organization. The 
family for example, even though endowed with certain inalienable 
rights,* is an incomplete, imperfect society. It needs the resources of 
civil society to help it achieve its own ends. 

Hardly anyone but an anarchist would deny that the State is a 
complete or perfect society. The same is not true, however, of the 
Church. Vast numbers of non-Catholics either fail to see or vehe¬ 
mently deny that the Roman Catholic Church is a complete or 
perfect society. They view it merely as one of the many private 
and subordinate societies contained within the framework of the 
State. Despite their protests, we must maintain the truth of the 
matter: the Church is a complete or perfect society and fulfills 
all the requisites for such. As a matter of fact, the goal of the 
Church is not only supreme in its own sphere, it is unqualifiedly 
supreme. Consequently, the Church possesses in itself full and 
supreme power to teach, govern, and sanctify. These are the normal 
means proportioned to its goal. Strictly speaking too, the Church 
can by its own right demand 7 of its subjects such temporal goo 
as it needs to pursue its goal; actually however, it prefers to have 
them fulfill such obligations voluntarily. Notice the phrase, by its 
own right. Just as the Church received its universal power neither 
from the State itself, nor even through the mediation of the State 
so too, it possesses the right just mentioned direct y rom 
and independently of the State. As Leo XIII put it. 

The only-begotten Son of God established on earth anxiety 
which is called *e Church, and to it He banded over the 
exalted and divine office which He had received from His 
Father, to be continued through the ages to come. ID 8. 

[The Church] is a society chartered as of dwme )*** 
in its nature and in its title, to possess m itself and by itself, 
through the will and loving kindaessofitsFounderaff needful 
provision for its maintenance and achon.-ID 10, italics ours. 

• The term "perfect 

thTor^r^eJlS V. bo. to mo,a! Perfection, nor economic 
perfection, but to structural perfection. 
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c. Both Church and State are independent in their own 
This follows from what has already been laid down: a cx/ j 6res - 
perfect society, since it is self-sufficient both from the view P Ct ° ° r 
its goal and the means to the goal, is, by that very fact i n P ? lnt ° f 
sphere, independent of any other society. The State, conse// °T n 
is independent within its own proper boundaries, i.e., in all ' Gnt y> 
civil • matters. For example, to lay down laws governing taxes"^ 
enact penal codes, to make nuclear experiments, to safeguard rml i° 
health, to enter into treaties with other nations, to erect or do a\ ° 
with tariff barriers, to safeguard the defense of the nation-the^ 
and hundreds of similar items belong by their very nature to civil 
society. Over such affairs the Church has no power. 

Whatever is done in temporal matters with reference to the 
temporal goal is outside the goal of the Church. Now the gen- 
eral norm is that societies have no power over matters which lie 
outside their own proper goal.-Tarquini, Juris ecclesiastici pub - 
net xnstitutiones, 16th ed., p. 49 . ' 

But the Church is no less independent in its own sphere. Con¬ 
sequently, it can by an inalienable right teach its doctrine through¬ 
out the entire world, exercise its jurisdiction and priestly powers 
everywhere, and so forth, without needing any authorization or 
permission from civil society. The State has no power over purely 
r tgious matters. That is why the apostles never went searching 
tor civil rulers to beg their permission to preach the gospel, or to 
ound churches, or to carry out acts of worship. As a matter of 
tact, when necessary, the apostles openly rejected the intervention 

anthnHi! eCU ar . P , 0 T rS U by a PP ealin g t0 ‘heir own authority-an 
r , , t> ' granted by God. See Acts 4:18-20; 5:29, 40-42. The 

and very^bloo'd^ v * n< ^ catec * independence by its words, deeds, 

out^e»A de r n ^ enC tT°, f each SOciety in its P r °P er sphere is brought 
out clearly by Leo XIII in these words: 

Some matters ' UisuaUv" deseriherT*!^ c . lvt * matters, purely religious matters. 

wargksar* -isrs 

L. Benders prSentatfon of ° D ° f matter ’ COnsult the canonists, 

penetrating. See op. cit., chap 6, pp. 201-l£ mte ° r ' sma] > Provocative, and 
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The Almighty, therefore, has given the charge of the human 
race to two powers, the ecclesiastical and the civil, the one 
being set over divine, the other over human, things. Each in its 
kind is supreme, each has fixed limits within which it is con¬ 
tained, limits which are defined by the nature and special object 
of the province of each, so that there is, we may say, an orbit 
traced out within which the action of each is brought into play 
by its own native right.—ID 13. 


Some object that the Church cannot be considered a complete 
and independent society because it does not possess its own terri¬ 
tory. This is a naive objection. The entire earth is the Church’s 
territory in spiritual affairs: 


Jesus then came closer to them and spoke to them the following 
words: “Absolute authority in heaven and on earth has been 
conferred upon me. Go, therefore, and initiate all nations in dis- 
cipleship: baptize them in the name of the Father and of the 
Son and of the Holy Spirit, and teach them to observe all the 
commandments I have given you. And mark: 1 am with you all 
times as long as the world will last.”— Matt., 28: 18-20. 


There is nothing contradictory in the idea of the same territory 
and the same men being simultaneously subject to two powers, 
each of which is independent in its own sphere; the reason is that 
each society has its own proper field of activity: the one is in 
charge of spiritual affairs, the other in charge of civil affairs Con¬ 
flicts can, of course, arise and historically have arisen. Such con¬ 
flicts come about accidentally: i.e., not from the simple fact of 
there being two societies, but from the fact that individuals, lay 
or ecclesiastic, may overstep their proper boundaries, and trespass 
on the other’s territory. Legitimate means of resolving such quarrels 
peaceably are always at hand. Leo XIII foresaw this objection and 
answered it with his usual wisdom. Such deputes can always to 
resolved either by reviewing the respective spheres of the two 
societies in relation to the matter in question, or by exphet con¬ 
tractual agreement, “concordats," between Church and State draw- 
ing up strict lines of demarcation in areas where deputes are hable 
to originate: 

Whatever, therefore, in things human is of a sacred character. 
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whatever belongs either of its own nature or by reaso 
end to which it is referred, to the salvation of souls ° 
worship of God, is subject to the power and judgment ** 
Church. Whatever is to be ranged under the civil and y 
order is rightly subject to Civil authority. Jesus Christ has H ^ 1 
self given command that what is Caesar’s is to be render^l*™ 
Caesar^ and that what belongs to God is to be rendered to God 

There are, nevertheless, occasions when another method of co 
cord is available for the sake of peace and liberty: We mea^' 
when the rulers of the State and the Roman Pontiff come to an 
understanding touching some special matter. At such times the 
Church gives signal proof of her motherly love by showing the 
greatest possible kindliness and indulgence.-ID 15. 

216 V. Principle 3 

Church and State should not be hermetically sealed off from 
one another. They should cooperate peacefully for their mutual 
benefit. 

This principle must be maintained against those who proclaim 
as a self-evident dogma that there must be “a wall of separation” 
between Church and State. Such self-described “liberals” even 
ough they theoretically grant the Church’s liberty, at least assert 
the following: by the very nature of the case (per se) the best 
relationship and the one devoutly to be wished for under all cir¬ 
cumstances is that the Church should pay no attention to the 
Mate, and the State should ignore the Church. Please note the 
words: Dy the very nature of the case” the best and to be wished 
f circumstances.” It is one thing to accept a complete 
parahon (in the sense of non-cooperation) of Church and State 
onlv glVe !J Sltuati0n > to welcome that state of affairs as the 

entLlv nS d b ff e °T m i the glVen circurnst ances. It is a horse of an 
entuely different color to regard such a state of affairs as per se 

wha^can^r 6 m ^ y .f i ? !U8sing Principles. We are not asking 

reSsrSrSfxasit 

“per“ ideal-evl!t C T*' ** Words ' relationship 
relationship .night he 
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every Catholic man honestly and earnestly like to see wherever 
and to whatever extent a given set of circumstances warrants it? 
For the liberalistic doctrine, in the sense above described and in 
no other sense, was condemned in the Syllabus of Errors: “The 
Church must be separated from the State, and the State from the 
Church” (DB 1755). Leo XIII repeatedly condemned this nine¬ 
teenth-century liberal doctrine as pernicious. See the encyclicals, 
Arcanum (Feb. 10, 1880); lmmortale Dei (Nov., 1885); Libertas 
(June 20, 1888); Longinqua (Jan. 6, 1895). 

And pernicious it was. The type of liberalism Leo XIII was 
protesting is obvious from the detailed list of complaints he raises. 
Nineteenth-century liberalism used “separation of Church and 
State” as a war cry. By it, the nineteenth-century liberal meant 
not separation of the two societies, but subjugation of the Church 
to the State; denial of its rights even in its own proper sphere: 

They claim jurisdiction over the marriages of Catholics, even 
over the bond as well as the unity and the indissolubility of 
matrimony. They lay hands on the goods of the clergy, contend¬ 
ing that the Church cannot possess property. Lastly, they treat 
the Church with such arrogance that, rejecting entirely her 
title to the nature and rights of a perfect society, they hold that 
she differs in no respect from other societies in the State, and 
for this reason possesses no right nor any legal power of action, 
save that which she holds by the concession and favors of the 
government. If in any State the Church retains her own agree¬ 
ment publicly entered into by the two powers, men forthwith 
begin to cry out that matters affecting the Church must be 
separated from those of the State. . . . Accordm^y, it has 
become the practice and determination under dm°f 
public policy (now so much admired by many) ei 
tile action of the Church altogether, or to keep her mcheckand 
bondage to the State. Public enactments are in great measure 

tt 2r iszzzp 

spoliation a «PTSi n e—'MM 
the temporal *™” of Christian institutions, to 

cnunp"to the utmost the freedom of the Cathohc Church, and 
to curtail her every single prerogative.-ID 27-9. 

« l-ct ^nrlpmmtion is not a condemnation of genuine liberalism 

• Th$ Libenas): it is simply a con- 

of°an^anti-religious philosophy masuuemding under a noble name. 
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How sane and reasonable it is that Church and St 
Catholic country should cooperate harmoniously will he ]* ° in a 
the following points: 1 Par b °rn 

a. The Church and State have the same subjects. Unle 
work out in friendly agreement such matters as are of mutu 1 
cem (mixed affairs) quarrels will easily arise. Such quarr*1°°,? 
hann both to tile Church and to civil society. The bewild d ° 
citizen caught in tire middle of such a conflict will either t 
away from his religious duties; or he will cease to exhibit 'tT 
respect and obedience he owes to civil authority. Harmonio ' 
cooperation, therefore, is something to be sought for on both side? 

b. Even though the goals of the State and Church are distinct 
and pertain to different spheres, God did not institute these eoals 
in such fashion that there is no relationship interconnecting them 
or in such fashion that the State and Church have not the slightest 
need of one another. Leo affirms that the All-wise Cod does not act 
m such a fashion (see ID 13-14). The sincere practice of religion 
and pursuit of holiness contribute a great deal, even though in¬ 
directly, to temporal happiness. Vice vena, tranquility in society 
and an equitable distribution of material goods is a great help, 
even though indirectly, to the sanctification of souls and eternal 
salvation (see ID 20). If, then, each society can be benefited 
greatly m the pursuit of its own goal by tire indirect help of the 

w\V e u 0D ‘ tSe “ SUggCStS that ^ shouId ignore one another 
riallv 2 ““ftate peacefully. Such cooperation should be espe- 
exist a d T?: y gtate bccausc the Church can continue to 
f' ?™’ fu “ h ? n - th r any 8id fr0m the State (provided it be 
need of .p 0 - 'I? ' E gtate )> whereas civil society has so great a 
^d of rehgmn that without religion all things would be topsy¬ 
turvy and civil society itself would crumble 

Cod' so,™ 35 incU ™': ,al cifee ™ are obliged to worship 

it is’ bound? S0Clef y , as a wh °ie 15 b °und to worship Him." In fact 

d b< T *!r? P ?! m thr °” gh the Vision He Himself insti- 

prelelv as a so k , Catholicism - Now if civil society, 

P ecisely as a society, ,s obliged to profess the Catholic religion f 

i p, ee the ® rst volume of this series, The True Relink ~ 

betw«„ ea churA e ™d Suae (‘draw^fmmT^bP p “ c ”*' 1 ’“operation 

to worship Cod, ^tate <d*»from the society P socie ,y 

nor theologian—expects a Mohammedan country ml" °ne-neither pope 
profess,on of Catholicism: CaU,olieism is the o£ S, e Xon°, but 
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it cannot, without violating its obligation (to God), behave with 
utter indifference towards that Church in which the true religion 

is incorporated. 

Scholion: The “Indirect power” of the Church. 

Even though Church and State have their own direct spheres in 
which each exercises its power directly over the affairs committed 
to it, it would be a trifle naive to think that they do not indirectly 
affect one another. Human life itself is not so neatly compartmen¬ 
talized that one can say: “here is the political sphere, here is the 
religious sphere, here is the medical sphere, here is the educational 
sphere.” One can reason abstractly in such fashion but in concrete, 
real life, the unity of the living subjects who enter into politics, 
medicine, education, or religion prevents such happy mental 
vivisection.® 

If the Church has laws on fast and abstinence, it indirectly 
affects the economic market: less meat is sold on Friday. If the 
Church prescribes rest from servile work on Sunday, it again in¬ 
directly affects economic life: for large numbers of people will 
not be working in farms or factories one day in the week. Similarly 
if the State drafts men into the army it indirectly affects the life 
of the Church: male attendance at Mass in parishes declines and 
the number of curates in a parish is cut down as numbers of them 
become chaplains. Again, if the State has fire laws restricting t e 
number of people in a given space, small churches may ave to 
keep half their congregation standing on the front steps. State 
laws against bingo lessen returns for charity, etc. 

Apart from these almost fortuitous effects on one another, which 
are too trivial for serious discussion, Church and State necessariij 
have an indirect effect on one another in areas t at are o mu i 
concern. These are dubbed by theologians and canonists, mixed 
affairs. The same concrete things or actions may have sm,^ 
taneously several aspects to them. Under one a^ect they may be 
spiritual and pertain directly to the province of the Church; under 


not aware of the fact. The MM* <***”« ** ‘° ""h™ 

Catholicism is for them, subjective y, n safeguarding society from 

- Thus we “;“Tr B ew: n C? rLd d„cw r flobb^g politically 
die too-easy selling of dang*™ 8 edl f c ’ tors ente ring politics to guarantee 
to prevent socialized median - delivering sermons against political 

& pubUc morali,y - 
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another aspect they are secular and pertain to the nr • 

State. The most obvious and best-known example J ? 06 ° f ***« 
a marriage between baptized persons, (Bender op c it is 

Indirecta,” p. 119). Such a marriage is simultaneously 3 '/°^® 
and a contract. One and the same act of consent producTT* 
supernatural effects (sanctifying grace) and natural effect, Uv 
obligation of living together, supporting and educating child, 
rights of inheritance, etc.; ibid.). The same concrete realitv ’ 
sequently, falls directly under the scope of both Church and StT 
the Church has direct power over the supernatural aspect of m 
riage (all that pertains to marriage as a sacrament: its corrert 
form, its indissolubility, etc.): the State has direct power over the 
natural aspect of marriage (the contractual effects such as obli™. 
hon to support, laws of inheritance, etc.). 

This is not the only instance in which the same concrete reality 
may be directly subject to the power of the Church under one 
aspect, and directly subject to the power of the State under other 
aspects. For example, matters economic and political seem to 

astefs r C r iVel> ; t0 the State ' yet *** have moral 

spects to them In passing judgment on that moral aspect of an 

economic or political affair, the Church will not be stepping out 
of lb proper sphere; the moral aspect falls under the Church’s 
tlT Ver - .?° m 7 nism ’ example, is not simply a political 
Church F DOn ’ S a S °\ n atheistie Philosophy of life. As such, the 
to join it “u right Cnn ^ emn it and to forbid its members 

munist mrt. K -n ° 6y * D 3 P artlcu i ar Catholic country, the Com- 
to exist there. While perfectly within its 
is to lead mo e f nni " g 1 le ” 10ra l aspect of Communism-its purpose 
oj what Telds to et Z a L ,if r “1 °" e ° f the ** -ans is pointing 
rectlv affect, Vf ?° a i an( * W ^ at ^ ea( ^ s awa y from it—it indi- 
economt S phem e such the t C °T mist P^y. Similarly, in the 

lems that are not excWdy 35 l3b ° r Uni ° ns pose pr ° b ' 

politician Som P m ,«b' ^ concern of the economist or 

wage? Has'a „„io„ the^ghrtoT^rfWhar 3 " ?, riSht ? 3 UVi f nS 

another or s vtaU n^M^ e :, the P ° Wer ° f thc and 

jhat the cwcb^i“'pr y „:,: r d ;:: be p r er ° f 

nght to intervene in them, and pass judgStlem'no ^ 
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logian would deny. The opposite proposition has been explicitly 
condemned: “The Church has not the power of using force, nor 
fim s h e any temporal power, direct or indirect” (apostolic letter, 
Ad apostolicae, Aug. 22, 1851). When theologians maintain the 
Church’s power over temporal matters they are stating this one 
point only: the Church can pass judgment on temporal matters 
when and insofar as those affairs have a definite connection with 
spiritual welfare, that is, insofar as such control is necessary if the 
Church is to be able to provide for its own special goal, the salva¬ 
tion of souls. 

How describe this power of the Church to intervene in temporal 
matters? Even though, as was stated above, all theologians admit 
the right of the Church to intervene in temporal affairs insofar as 
they have a connection with its spiritual goal, their theological 
terminology in describing the same phenomenon has not been the 
same in all ages, nor equally precise. As Bender wisely states: 

We know that what holds true of other sciences also holds true 
of the teaching and science of theologians: they are not and 
have not always been perfect. Even in explaining a truth known 
to them from matters which are contained in the doctrine of 
faith and traditional practice, men usually make progress 
gradually.— Op. cit., p. 118. 

He then goes on to apply this general norm to the matter we are 
here discussing. He points out that St. Robert Bellamune, in 
describing the intervention of the Church in tempora a airs, 
described it under the formula: the indirect power of the Church. 
Even though he states St. Robert was teaching the exact same 
doctrine we have described above, Bender feels that more precise 
terminology should be used because nonprofess.onal theologians 
might misunderstand the phrase, much as many people 
stand the phrase extra ecclesiam nulla salus. While not ro ecting 
Bellarmine’s terminology-it is traditional and clear enough to 
theologians—he would prefer more exact terminology. A number 
of other modern theologians feel the same way. 

In the seventeenth century the famous theologian St. Robert 
Bellarmine in explaining and justifying how the Church could 
use her power to intervene in many temporal and natural mat- 
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ters, proposed his teaching of the indirect power of th e Cfl 

It seems to us that Bellarmine by his theory did a grc 
explain and justify the extensions of ecclesiastical power to 
secular affairs. But the use of the phrase which becam 
tomary—“indirect power,” does not appear praiseworthy 
respects. If the reality designated by this phrase is not Wi 11 
explained, confusions can arise quite easily. For if SOm ° y 
reads that the Church has a direct power over spiritual matt" 6 
and an indirect power over temporal matters he is easily ledT 
think that the Church possesses a double power, one direct and 
one indirect. In our judgment, this is an error. We hold the 
same doctrine as Bellarmine about the power of the Church its 
object and its extension, because in all these matters we are all 
bound to hold the doctrine contained in the Church’s tradition 
Still it seems to us that the same doctrine should be proposed 
m another way. —Loc. cit., p. 118. 

The distinguished author then goes on to describe at some 
length the matter we have previously synopsized: namely, the rea¬ 
son the Church’s spiritual power can reach even into temporal 
matters is that one and the same concrete reality may have several 
aspects to it. The Church directly touches the spiritual aspect of 
the matter and indirectly affects the State only insofar as the one 
same concrete reality belongs to the State under another aspect. 
The same holds true in reverse. What is to be done should a con- 
realitJ 1 ^ anc * State concerning the same concrete 

un thp f a fiT ° n ^ S - t0 i k 0 ** 1 u °der separate aspects, brings 

up the fourth principle for discussion. 1 

218 VI. Principle 4 

nntlll*l7T dS n e ? tate because of nobility of its 
rights take precedence. “ ° ' C ^ there f°' e > the Church’s 

fashio^Ton^equtntly ' Cod ’willf fh^ ? stablishes !t in orderIy 

perfect societies • u S ^ at t * iere should exist two 

complete welfare of thT^nTdfeL’Ihe *° Pr ° Vide ^ *** 
orderly relation*^ ", citizens, there must exist some 

possible conflicts in the fieMof mTxedtffaks ““"l by , whi ° h 
neither of the, societies la 
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and independent in its own sphere), obviously neither can simply 
order the other society about. The norm for resolving conflicting 
rights is to be found, not in the sphere of power but of dignity. 
If one society is nobler both in its nature and its goal than the 
other, then reason itself suggests that the nobler society should 
prevail. This does not mean that the other society becomes subject 
to or subordinate to the nobler society; it simply means that it 
freely yields or postpones its rights in a given situation for the sake 
of the common welfare. That the Church eminently surpasses the 
State in dignity because of the transcendent dignity of its goal and 
its nature (as the Mystical Body of Christ) hardly needs state¬ 
ment. God, then, as Bender puts it, did not have to promulgate 
explicit directions giving the Church precedence over the State: 
that fact is implicit in the very goals He set for each: 

God, the single Supreme Authority which is above both these 
perfect societies He instituted, has not explicitly laid down, a 
norm for dealing with this case [conflicts in “mixed affairs ]. 
There was no need to do so. For the very establishment of the 
Church and the State, such as they are with their own proper 
nature and goals, implicitly states the norm. The only reason- 
able solution, and consequently willed by God and to be ob¬ 
served by us, is that which applies this norm: if two societies, 
not subordinate to one another, under diverse aspects have con¬ 
trol over the same matter and in a given concrete case the regu¬ 
lations of both powers cannot be observed one power should 
take precedence and the other should yield. f one P° wer 1 
obviously far nobler and much more worthy than the other, the 
is the power which should prevail. • • • , Q _ ^ nf 

It follows that if opposition should ;arise be ^ n a ° act ^ 
ecclesiastical authority and an act C1V J aa i an d 

Church’s right that her ordinance should be sustained and 
should prevail; and civil authority has the juridical obhgabon, 
founded in divine law, to abide by those matters which the 
Church commands, putting aside its own ordinance-fM., p. 

124. 

Many theologians describe this precedence of therightsofthe 
Church by the formula: “the indirect subordmaUonoftheStaeto 
the Church ” or “the State is indirectly subject to the Church. 
While the teaching they give is the same as )ust outlined, the 
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formulae used are, in our opinion, less accurate in 
reality. They could easily be misinterpreted to sound as H° SS,ng the 
State were not an independent society. How can a s 10Ugl5 the 
simultaneously "subject” or “subordinate” and yet “in.Jnf'!? 5 ' be 
The adjective indirect clarifies matters somewhat h,,. P dent ? 
pletely. We feel with Bender that: not c °m- 

It would be doctiinally more accurate to speak not of , 
tectwn, however indirect it may be, but of the precedence ,/!!' 
other society. We normally use the word [precedence! in ™ 
of Uus land. For example when two men who are in no sem! 
subject to one another approach the same house. If space al 
lows they both proceed together and there is no need for 1' 
norm of action. But if they have to pass through a doorway so 
narrow that they cannot simultaneously pass through it some 
“I 0 ”™,”' “ ti0n becomes imperative. If someone says it i 

Ui the ofh ^ 5 rst - he d °<* not thereby™™ 

that die other man is subject” to Titus, or “subordinate” to 

pereons arrnor d ‘ reC l tly ' Simply knowledges that the two 
P® ? , S are " ot ef i ual “ dignity, and from this very inequality 
he deduces that ,t is right for Titus to precede the other hbid, 


The State°m C ^' ,C, r CC - S ^ odow immediately from this principle: (a) 
gard for^thn’fM l T f itS ° Wn fancy and w “ h absolute disre- 
as previously ”j d ° Wn laWS 0n mixed a ff airs - Mixed affairs’ 

ferent asper-ts"'™ it* ’ 3r ? matters which are, though under dif- 
ters connected S ‘ n ’P ltaneo . usl >' s P iri tual and civil. For example, mat- 
cation and the l't* mama ® e ’ P ublic institutions for children, edu- 

2Z e^: b He\ a ;r ctmef In SUCh ™*"* the Sfate 

enter into some concordat» whh the Church ^ ^ Sh ° U ! d 
the jurisdiction of each society Th P rT T g ° Ut prGC1Sely 
out. Will always reerww fv ty ‘ , e Church, as history itself bears 

affairs. It realizes bettp th* 3 1166 S anC * rig ^ ts t ^ ie State in such 
from God, andtL Mun Hn" ™ y °™ ehe there is no authority but 
is Caesars” n 0 its Head, Render to Caesar what 

in the’adminktrauve'affaifs of/n/g"ovemm^ a5° UtiCS; "“J 

rr„aS a " a 
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not obey such laws. It can, finally, when the rulers are Catholic- 
as is the case in the hypothesis we are discussing-wam, rebuke, 
and even level spiritual punishments like excommunication, on 
such tyrannical rulers. 

Objections: Some statesmen feel that this teaching on the 
primacy of the rights of the Church, in a conflict about mixed 
affairs, poses a real danger to the State, since the Church could 
trespass beyond its lawful limits. How groundless this fear is 
should be clear from this one fact alone: physical force is always 
on the State’s side, while the Church has only moral force on its. 
That is why even in the Middle Ages the quarrels which arose 
between the secular power and the spiritual power were almost 
always caused by the usurpation of the rights of the Church by the 
State and not vice versa. Even Auguste Comte (the founder of 
Positivism and no lover of the Church) admitted this fact candidly: 


When one examines today, with a truely philosophic impartial¬ 
ity, the ensemble of those great struggles which occurred so 
frequently between the two powers during the Middle Ages, 
one quickly recognizes that they were almost always essentially 
defensive on the part of the spiritual power, which even when 
it had recourse to its own powerful weapons, often did no more 
than to wrestle nobly for the reasonable maintenance of a just 
independence, which the real accomplishment of her mission 
demanded of her, but without being able, in most cases, to do 
so successfully.—Cours de Philosophie Positive , 2nd ed., V, -34. 


The objection is raised: no one should act as a judge in his own 
case. But if it comes to a case of deciding, in mixed affairs, whether 

° This last mentioned point, of spiritual sanctions '.^^tidi° r ^ i | , wei- 

:as 

^ He^k^a'hem^^luf f^Iowersl^the woHd^ a I^Few 

thoughtful np, In 1900 . u ^J,e had b^ngh, J-r 

find excusesfortheSynb b children of Europe an Liberalism and 

have met the cMcUwaml “ n ^ Iazzini turn into Mussolini, Herder into 
the Revolution wlmha socialists into the intransigent communists 

Hitler and the ideahsUee y^^^ to consider once more whether Pio 
are able ® b ebfveK in an infallible progress, like his cultured 

sri ssots™ <fcr«£r*- the be,,fr o( the ar *“- 

ment -Pio None (New York, 1954), p. 331. 
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the supernatural aspect of the matter is more important 
natural, or civil aspect, the Church alone can make that r? tJle 
since the Church alone is the competent authority in^ 6018 * 011 ’ 
natural sphere. And in that case, it would be acting 6 ? Uper ' 
its own case. ® as l Uc *ge in 

Reply: The axiom that one should not act as judge in h' 
case is a sound, general axiom; but it does not possess ah V™ 
and universal validity. If it be impossible, from the nature of tl!® 
case, to have another judge-if there be no higher authority avart 
able-one may act as judge in his own case. If, for examnle th 
Supreme Court wanted to reverse one of its own prior decision? 
given the light of new evidence, it would have to pass judgment 
on its own case because legally there is no higher court of appeal 
The highest authority in any sphere, in other words, is necessarily 
the judge of aU cases in that sphere, including its own If the 
Church were not to pass judgment on, and lay down the extent of 
its authority, this task-in the opinion of those who propose the 
objechon-would pertain to civil authority; but in this alternative, 
the State would be acting as judge in its own case. For the matter 
we are discussing is precisely the marking off of lines of demarca- 
c.™ { °1 '* e proper s P he res of these two societies, Church and 
State. The meaning of the axiom, then, is not: acting as judge in 
T iSaI : Vay “ and everywhere wrong. The real meaning 
component? ^ ? g ° ‘ n . ones own case is normally perilous and 
should 1 ^ ’ •?°i ar j S k P os sihle to do so, such procedure 

ulnc tL I? “ d Prehibited by law. In the case at hand- 
sW?to W a in ? e P ° Wer 0t *• supernatural—it is impos- 
self has comm? ,Udge * han that S0Ciety t0 which God Him " 

(tnt,“ m X d p.‘94 e ) Care ° f SUPernatUraI Church. 

is a p ev « n^d Church ’ S 

Men beintr ^ * sri11 lt: ls practically dangerous. 

■SW’™ is.riyv 1 "- r'- 1 

danger of r 10 „ 01 , c y atlrnit there is danger. But the 

would only induce even greater alt ° gether - in turn, 

say nothing of such an abolition's beTg 
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authority. No reasonable man would expect society to be able 

0t without some authority. Benders answer to this objection 
to exist 

seems quite sensible: 

Objection: Is there not a danger of abuse, when the decision is 
left to persons who are live participants in the case? It seems 
we must reply there is some danger. But the danger of abuse is 
always and everwhere present whenever you have the use [of 
a good thing]. If some one wishes to suppress all danger of 
abuse of power and authority he would have to remove power 
and authority from men altogether. We would not say a man 
was making a wild judgment if he were of the opinion that 
nothing in the history of mankind has ever been the object of 
so much abuse and such terrible abuse as supreme civil au¬ 
thority. Yet no one ever proposes, or at least wisely proposes, 
that we should wipe out altogether such supreme authority. In 
this life we do not expect to be able to wipe out all danger of 
abuse, for that is something impossible. Our obhgabon is to 
order social life in such fashion that the danger of abuse is re¬ 
duced to such a minimum as is possible without, h° w <f ver ’ 
thereby causing or introducing either greater dangers ordefimte 
evils. Even if the fact that ecclesiastical authority has the n ht 
of deciding the proper limits of its own power entails thepos¬ 
sibility of some abuse of that competency,' vould J ,e ^ 0 °^. 
conclude that the concession, in such niatter of drn com 
petency was not made according to Cods p an and fm_*eme_ 
fulness of the human race. Someone oug , , , , j, e 

in such matters. In practice, that competence would have lo be 
bestowed either on the supreme rulers o( ? h f C |? erakerna . 
civil rulers. Hardly anyone would deny that the latter mi 
tive would not only not lessen the danger of ab , 
mously increase it—Ibid., pp. 97-9 . 

It is perfectly true that fhe 

most of the time, receive their full PP • Cat h 0 lic nations, 

unity has been torn asunder m a mas a mem bers to keep 

Despite that fact, it is not r.ghHor the rights o( the 

“wtlKrsaries ascribe to the State as the fountain 

source of all rights. t nor can we reasonably demand 

that^non-Cadiolics "whether Protestants, Jews, Agnostics, or Athe- 
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ists, fully recognize the rights of the Church so long as tl 
recognize the Church for what she is: the Mystical Bod f ^ to 
and the Kingdom of God on earth. The facts that God ha.f * Christ 
a supernatural order and a supernatural society are k ,nStitutecl 
from revelation and by faith. Indeed, the whole nub of thU'rl ° nly 
State problem for non-Catholics lies not in the logical con J 1Ufch * 
the Church deduces from her premises but in those ven, QUences 
themselves. Hypothetically they can see the logic of 
tliat there should be harmonious cooperation between th.^ g 
and the Roman Catholic Church if: ( 1) Jesus Christ n Sta , te 
Son of God; (2) Jesus Christ did fcL* 

for all mankind; (3) that church established by Christ is none 0 th” 
4an the Roman Catholic Church. If non-Catholics deny any on" 
of these three premies they necessarily and logically deny the 
Church s conclusions about the Church-State relationship. These 
premises are dealt with prior to the Church-State problem Of 
course if a non-Catholic is totally unaware of these prior premises 

State'nroblf ILT* °" “ intelIi g en ‘ discussion of the Church- 
1 P roblem Wlth him even in hypothetical terms 

them V m, r h"f do ™* J* recognize or acknowledge 

and d n . her th ° Church sH " Presses those rights- 

lrr. g . h : eS r WlU l she from the rulers of diis 


wnrlrl lw r__ T ™ , cu ’ rr om the nilers of this 

Of both individuIls SU and nttions e Kl ” S ° f ** f ° r the salvati °" 


VII. Principle 5 

publicly 1 ^ Cath ° Uc State P er se obliged to profess Catholicism 

tlie < ^ody°po?iti c ,T1 ('thl erm rl • St i ate i aS . USed here means Primarily 
entity), and second!rl lndlVldual Clti zens viewed as a collective 

as representatives of the^od? 1 " 6 ^? 1 fl,nctionin S P^cisely 

has been desrrih^a , cy Politic. The term "Catholic State” 

□een described previously (see p. 349 note). 

the peopieoft P®, P ro P° si b°n states simply that 

to Jesus Christ and His Ch e f’ 1 ’ 0l, l d . op ™ ,y Proclaim their loyalty 
Catholic wo shin t£ Church and ^uld perform acts of public 

saSsSrffASU.t'srfie 

" '•* =«iS.r sn t 
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Since society continuously depends upon its Creator, it should 
acknowledge that dependence by appropriate acts of worship. This 
obligation stems directly from the natural law. In a Catholic coun¬ 
try this obligation to offer public worship is simply made precise. 
Briefly, if man as a socia l being is obliged to worship God not 
merely privately but publicly as well, any society which knows that 
God has revealed the Catholic religion is obliged to honor God by 
Catholic worship. Speaking, as the context • clearly shows, of a 
Catholic State, (and of a Catholic State in its ideal relationship to 
the Church) Leo XIII puts the matter very plainly: 

As a consequence, the State [civitas- body politic], constituted 
as it is, is clearly bound to act up to the manifold and weighty 
duties linking it to God, by the public profession of religion. 
Nature and reason, which command every individual devoutly 
to worship God in holiness, because we belong to Him and 
must return to Him, since from Him we came, bind also the 
civil community by a like law. For, men living together in 
society are under the power of God no less than individuals are, 
and society, no less than individuals, owes gratitude to God who 
gave it being and maintains it and whose ever-bounteous good¬ 
ness enriches it with countless blessings. Since, then no one is 
allowed to be remiss in the service due to God, and since the 
chief duty of all men is to cling to religion in both its teaching 
and practice-not such religion as they may have a preference 
for, but the religion which God enjoins and wbch cer, a , n and 
most clear marks show to be the only t™e rehpon-^t a a 
public crime to act as though there were no God. So, to** it 
a sin for the State not to have care f° r , reU ’?. on ’™™™c * * 

beyond its scope, or as of no practica! benefit or out of m^y 

5 s 

should hold in honor the holy name of <God and-one on® 
chief duties must be to favor rehg.on, to protect 

ganize «oi eract any measure that may compromise its safe* 

_ , , . . v u nt would be the form and character of 

# “It is not difficult to determine the principles of Christian philosophy. 

the State were it governed accord^ g t th P hriefly pointe d out. is the 

-ID 3. And again: n “^S^Trashly or fancifuDy shaped out. but 
truest princip,es ’ confirmed by na reason 

itself.”—ID 16. 
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This is the bounden duty of rulers to the neonlr* ^ 

they rule.—ID 6; italics ours. Vcr w hom 

From the pope’s words it is clear that this obligati™ f 
Catholic State to offer public Catholic worship applies to bV 3 
body poh'tic (the collective citizenry) and the top part of h? u , 
politic (or its rulers). P 1 * the bod y 

Some distinctions about the principle. Three closely conned 
but really distinct questions underlie the principle as enunciated 
above in generic terms. Failing to keep them distinct we feel 
causes need ess confusion." The first question asks.- is a CathobV 
state obliged to profess Catholicism publicly? The second- is there 
any special mode in which this public profession must take place' 
In other words, to fulfill the obligation of professing Catholicism 
pubhclyit ,s necessary to have a juridical setup, a constitutional 
declaration, or an official concordat installing the Catholic religion 
as the official state-religion, and the Catholic Church as the official 
state-church? The third question concerns the consequences that 

ifTrTi an c! maH H anSWer t0 the first Kvo Questions. Briefiy, 
it m C . th ° u State “ ° bbged t0 profess Catholicism publicly, and if 
must make such profession by juridically installing Catholicism 

Catholic throlocian^^re^ *1'° contr °versia] writing engaged in by American 
really occasioned bv q f n ? en J ,ear 1 S ’ the Church-State problem, was 

above.rXwords Z XU° ^ ^ distinct ^stions indicated 
was more verbal than real b P o a & t£ ge Part ° f tbeir dlsa K reeme nt in this area 
problem. Failing to' detach th "tK tbey Were DOt actuady discussing the same 
separately they Clever ^ Separate and to discuss them 

the generic prindX T* ° ne Side Was en ^ ed in defending 

tholicism publicly” (in^which ££“5° ? er 56 ob,i e ed to profess Ca- 

side (while not Lnv^^WvT y -T re P ^f eCtly whereas the other 

question of whether there ’ WaS concerne d with the subtler 

Of Catholicism ™ ^r^ion ° bI,gati ° n *° h »™ * institution 

and useiulncsrofTlriousTcchnS fomluTa? ,lj’ at, .? rs -P a U ic “ I ady the usage 
indirect subordination of the State to u haS n ° rights ’’ th f. 

etc., the interested reader will finrl am 1 FoV. rcb * dogmatic intolerance, 
this section. Rather than aifnir. p e bibliography at the beginning of 

as to which side had the better of the P * ematurc v a *jd peremptory judgment 
upon, we would rather nav tribute to KoM Um ^ nt lndle ™° n y matters touched 
Saskatchewan Hierarchy “Amnncr «l 1 1 Sldes V ltb dus quotation from the 
separation of Church and W "u * discussi °" of the union or 
much light has been shed on the vai-in* 8 ^ en , carrie d on. I n recent years, 
in a series of articles in The, the ° n , es ,° f Ch nrch-State relations 
S, “*- r CatliT^ “d Theological 
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state-religion, is the state further obliged to prohibit juridical 
3S tion to other religions and to take some sort of repressive 
^easures against proselytizing by non-Catholic sects? 

^ Briefly we think the answers to those three questions supplied 
bv papal teaching are as follows: 

7 1 Is a Catholic State per se obliged to make public profession 

of Catholicism?—Yes. ...... 

2 Is it absolutely necessary for such profession to take juridical 
form by instituting Catholicism as the state-religion (proclaimed 
as such in the State’s constitution)? No, it is not absolutely neces¬ 
sary But it is the Catholic ideal-something to be hoped for and 
welcomed, unless in given circumstances it would do more harm 
than good. Pius XII tells us: 

The Church does not hide the fact that in principle she con¬ 
siders such collaboration [i.e., between Church and State in a 
Catholic country] normal and that she regards the unity of the 
people in the true religion and the unanimity of action between 
herself and the state as an ideal 

But she also knows that for some timei events have been evol - 
ing in a rather different direction .-Address to Historians (Sept. 
7, 1955), NCWC translation; italics ours. 

3. Even if a Catholic State makes juridical profession oftfetrue 
religion, legally establishes Catholicism as t e o ci f 

ssKrt“ra-tsx-iu.- 

“fs“ - « ***--£CSfSl 

olic State to suppress f abe fo rsake of preventing 
the state by God to do so ^venting frightful dis- 

the undermining of pabhem ^ non -Catholic-might be 

orders in society any State-Catholic^^ , f for 

forced to curtail the ad J''‘ ande nt custom of sacrificing 

example, someone were to evrve ». rf ^ ^ 

babies to Moloch, the ’ perve rted religion from carry- 

would be obliged.to> pre f A P f uUer discussion of points 3 
ing its perverse ideas into action. 
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and 4 will be found below in the scholia entitled: Th 
of non-Catholics in a Catholic State and Where the ‘ < i(JraV , °^ tion 
obtainable. There it will be seen that there is nothing inher 
Catholic principles to curtail the full civic rights of anv^^ * n 
Catholic or non-Catholic. ' Utl/Cn > 

221 Scholion 1. The position of non-Catholics in a Catholic State 

One point that troubles fair-minded 0 non-Catholics i s th 
specter that even though the Catholic Church goes along with 
religious liberty in those countries where it has not a dominant 
majority, it would reverse its position were Catholics to become 
the majority. They fear that if America were to become 90% 
Catholic all remaining Protestants, Jews, Agnostics, or Atheists 
would be persecuted, or at a minimum, be treated as second-class 
citizens. They feel that this is a logical and inexorable consequence 
of the teaching that there is but one, true religion, and that a 
Catholic State is (per se) obliged to make public profession of that 
true religion. 

Tll [ 5 , f ® ar was ,ar S e, y engendered by the caricature of the 
Church s doctrine presented by nineteenth-century liberals. It may 
have been further nurtured by some overly-strict theologians who 
took the view that a Catholic State would always be bound to 
repress heretical sects. 

The best way to allay that fear is to show that it is a caricature 

nJl- rr ‘° inc,ude in this category individuals like Paul 

SIVS Meyer or an organization like the P.O.A.U. However 
of group-hysteria we V’ ol,ves ' they seem to be suffering from a kind 

points out ablv W1 >m 8 1 ® eclesiaphobia . As John Courtney Murray 

form the anc£ n r hh yCt f harit « b > they have simply revived in less gross 
Menace and Ku prejudices of the days of The 

[Feb. 7, 1948] nn 518-1R S w-^ 10US i b,bert y : Concern of All," America 

intelligent discussion a x* sucb P e0 Pl e it is difficult to carry on an 

Catholic teaching in thi/arn^^'n- F emarlcs » our efforts to make 

minded non-Catholics not tn }? te lg,ble should be directed primarily to open- 
bigotry or hysteria- ’ * t0 dl ° S6 wbose mm ds are temporarily obscured by 

ha^dU^g^"^^ aut h° rs > n °t to Mr. Paul Blanshard. His 
Press, 1949 ] ch^ii! D ^ mertc “ n Freedom and Catholic Power [Beacon 
hke the rest of hi^L? “J worth discussing because it is simply unfair, 
constantly vitiated bv Vy W mstead of clarifying matters, are 

fuses all^issues hi A deV1 ° US inter P re ^tion, and which con- 

Church "a fulbhwn t JZ mg f SfSf* ° P 1° ascribing to the Catholic 
n. 36. system of fettshtsm and sorcery ."-Op. cit., p. 184, 
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^simplification, by simply adducing explicit papal teaching 
° f °b matter under discussion.® Leo XIII after pointing out the 
° n rV^'on of a Catholic State to acknowledge publicly the true 

religion, states plainly: 


Nor is there any reason why anyone should accuse the Church 
of being wanting in gentleness of action or largeness of view, 
or of being opposed to real and lawful liberty. The Church, 
indeed, deems it unlawful to place the various forms of divine 
worship on the same footing as the true religion, but does not, 
on that account, condemn those rulers who, for the sake of 
securing some great good or of hindering some great end, allow 
patiently custom or usage to be a kind of sanction for each kind 
of religion having its place in the State. And, in fact, the Church 
is wont to take earnest heed that no one shall be forced to em¬ 
brace the Catholic faith against his will, for, as St. Augustine 
wisely reminds us, “Man cannot believe otherwise than of his 
own will.”—ID 36; italics ours. 

Again, the same pope in his encyclical On Human Liberty 
(1888) in his discussion of liberty of conscience, after pomhng cnt 
the absurdity of thinking there is some right t t° '™rsh 1 p Cod or 
ignore Him at one’s whim, goes on to lay down the P rl “ P g 
erning the patient permission of objective evds mcludmg^c 
objective evil of false religions. This prmc.plets simply ala,thf 
reflection of Gods own method of government. Even di -gh G d 
abhors evil, He does permit some evils either to prevent still worse 
ones, or for the protection of some greater goo 

Yet, with the discernment^if a riai^niother^die^Church^ weighs 

the great burden of human ’ r men 0 f this our 

course down which m ( ^ s \“" son ‘ while not conceding any 

right 1 to anting save what is a t°J5ance’with tr5h 

, find even the most fundamental tenets of Chns- 

£33? & 23SE =• c ° d - christ “ a " 

h ° Y 'f Wo mean a moral right, not mole. 
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taining or preserving some greater good. God Himself • 
providence, though infinitely good and powerful n e ** ln Ilis 
to exist in the world, partly that greater good maynT? ^ 
peded, and partly that greater evil may not ensue. I n tl be 
ernment of States it is not forbidden to imitate the Rul f gov * 
world; and, as the authority of man is powerless to** ° f ^ 
every evil, it has (as St. Augustine says) to overlook andT^ 
unpunished many things which are punished, and right! 1 
Divine Providence. But if, in such circumstances for the * l 
of tlie common good (and this is the only legitimate reason\ 
human law may or even should tolerate evil, it may not an 1 
should not approve or desire evil for its own sake- for evil of 
itself, being a privation of good, is opposed to the common wel- 
fare which every legislator is bound to desire and defend to the 
best of his ability. In this, human law must endeavor to imitate 
G ° i j « °’ ? S Tkomas teaches, in allowing evil to exist in the 
world neither wills evil to be done, nor wills it not to be done 
but wills only to permit it to be done; and this is good.” Tbs 
saying of the Angelic Doctor contains briefly the whole doctrine 
of the permission of evil.-On Human Liberty, Gilson ed., no. 
33; italics ours. 

. teaching—that non-Catholic religions, even though objec- 

C ' n SC ’ may bave a l e 8 a l status in a Catholic State and that 
ieir a erents should not suffer civic disabilities because of their 
onest convictions, has been reiterated, endorsed, and presented in 
even s onger terms by Pius XII several times. In his address to 
Italian Catholic lawyers, Ci Riesci (Dec. 6, 1953), he appeals to 
is pnncip e of Christian tolerance of objective religious or moral 
s K S l ° a ® reater S°°d, even when a Catholic State pos- 

_ • . S ^ Power to repress such evils. He rebukes strongly the 
v 011 lat eca -e evil has no objective right to exist” there 
Je nnn COrre Vi S1 i 0ndS 1 * * Uty t0 repress * T ° P«t it another way, 
rehaLr rebuke V he bald ’ un q ualifi ed statement that “to tolerate 
° f GVils WhCn ° ne has the P 0wer to stop them is 

cumstancHT 1 ° f aCting ” He P ° ints out *at in some cir- 
the better S rl° er r 0 n ^ iS n0t ° nly P ermi ^ible but may be 

cocUeXteTe hte S e r l: b ° Ut ”* * ra0t ° ut ^ 
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We have just adduced the authority of God. Could God, al¬ 
though it would be possible and easy for Him to repress error 
i mor al deviation, in some cases choose the “non-impedire” 
without contradicting His infinite perfection? Could it be that 
in certain circumstances He would not give men any mandate, 
would not impose any duty, and would not even communicate 
the right to repress what is erroneous and false? A look at things 
as they are gives an affirmative answer. Reality shows that error 
and sin are in the world in great measure. God reprobates them, 
but He permits them to exist. Hence the affirmation: religious 
and moral error must always be impeded, when it is possible, 
because toleration of them is in itself immoral, is not valid 
absolutely and unconditionally. 

Moreover, God has not given even to human authority such an 
absolute and universal command in matters of faith and moral¬ 
ity. Such a command is unknown to the common convictions of 
mankind, to Christian conscience, to the sources of Revelation 
and to the practice of the Church. To omit here other scriptural 
texts which are adduced in support of this argument, Christ m 
the parable of the cockle gives the following advice: lct the 
cockle grow in the field of the world together with the good 
seed in^view of the harvest” (sec Matt. 13: JHO). The duty of 
repressing moral and religious error cannot therefore be an ulti- 
ZeTlTof action. It must be subordinate ^rand mom 
general norms, which in some circumstances perm*^nd even 
perhaps seem to indicate as the better pohey. toleration of error 
in order to promote a S reater S“ , h; h recourse must be 

Thus the two principles are clanfietHo which : „ 

had in concrete cases for the a " S S st &e statesman and the 
concerning the attitude which 1 cons ideration of the 

sovereign Catholic state is t0 ^^heli^s and 
community of nations m ., r ^ boye p irst; that which does not 
moral toleration as desen » __ moralitv objectively has 

correspond to truth or,*» the nonn of Secondhj: 

ziti < = ~j 

^Uood"«on from AER. 134 (1954), pp. 134-o; 

italics ours. wifh extreme care, with many 

•The language of this /^us^d'to^apal preciseness, might conclude the 
nuances. An ordinary reader, unused ^ ^ he n0t just S ay yes or no? 

pope was “hedging m the; J T he reason is that there are no simple answers 
«c.,e and cooip.er. Simple answers are for W 
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Even more recently, in his Address to Historians (Sept 7 u - 
Pius XII states emphatically that the Church always has re 
and always will respect the conscience of non-Catholics even^^ 
she disapproves of the erroneous principles to which they 611 
good faith subscribe. Their position is entirely different fro^i 
of apostate Catholics who wilfully reject the faith in which th 
have been educated. The Church regards such Catholics as c 
mitting sin by their apostasy. It does not blame non-Catholics wh' 
honestly disagree. The Church respects their conscience while ™ 
fecting their principles: 

Let no one object that the Church herself scorns the personal 
convictions of those who do not think as she docs. The Church 
has considered and still considers that the wilful abandonment 
of the true faith is a sin. When beginning about 1200, such a de 
fecbon entailed penal proceedings on the part of the spiritual 
as well as the temporal power, it was only to avoid the destruc¬ 
tion ot the religious and ecclesiastical unity of the West.® 

wS caniS\ matter I 1 ™ \T?r inVO ' Ves a delicate balan “ of principles 
SSL ? SQuafehed, but must be counterbalanced. The address 
attaned to the refi 7 a phraseology, and would be appreciated by minds 
address see h I f ne ^ s , of k S al terminology. For a careful analysis of this 

ihidT pp. Tl^23 C ' F commen,aI >’ hr "The Teaching of Ci Steel," 

no PrltetanTrver” 0 P ' otes, fte involved in the medieval inquisition because 
aptlv nMeT -W, , ^' AS ', hc en L d ‘te non-Catholic historian, Runciman, 

PmtLan s of thl R f ^ ^ *° find the heire of the Cathars in the 

S Sds and e ,f ef r at :° n °1 T" in lhe earlier p 'Otestants that we call 

Men Ichee [Cambridge^955]'' n d °178) t<: An nllSm i“j toiusti “" < T . he Med,ev ? 1 
they were mS* Su P \ , 8) * ‘ A 11 Involve d were Catholics. As such, 

penalties as she hoc ^ e , s Jurisdiction and subject to such spiritual 

aho reived nu^h" "fV* The fact that these a P^tate Catholics 

was due to the ^,“ ,L r0m State <?° m «■>« to exile or execution) 
in which to be a Cathnie w . T CeS °'. the medkval Church-State setup, 
heresy was recorded n aS t0 ? Cltizen an d vice versa. Consequently, 
State g ded 35 a Cnme slrnu haneously against the Church and the 

Without attemptim. 11 ^ at tbe Y eT u men tion of the word “inquisition.” 

(extortion of evidence hv Ote mari >' °f the real horrors which accompanied it 
safely saM neneml witnesses, etc ), we think it can be 

curdling description of th wh 1 't? ? ub lc bas been given a far more blood- 
to warfant The m^iie^l m C - busm f?,‘ ha " calm historical evidence seems 
senter, ("h.gensian) was no theoretical dis- 

the way a twentieth rpnt ^ ^ g f.° ^ ls P ers ° n al convictions of conscience 

been an artive ?°*? S ° T might; he «e«ns to have 

Communist is He Du t hi neoT “5®* m . the wa y th *t a twentieth-century 
PUt hls pecuLar ldeas “to action. Many of his ideas-like 
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To non-Catholics the Church applied the principle contained 
in the Code of Canon Law, “Let no one be forced against his 
will to embrace the Catholic faith” (Ad amplexandam fidem 
catholicam nemo invitus cogatur, canon 1;351). She believes 
that their convictions constitute a reason, although not always 
the principle one, for tolerance. We have already dealt with the 
subject in our address of December 6, 1953 to the Catholic 
lawyers of Italy.—NCWC translation; italics ours. 


his conviction of the basic depravity of marriage, or his right to assassinate 
fellow Manicheans to keep them from relapsing-were, to say the least, sub¬ 
versive of society. While making generous allowance for pious exaggeration, 
Runciman admits that these theories were certainly held by the medieval 
Manichee and, at least from time to time, carried out in practice (cf. op. cit., 
p. 151, 158, 176-7). 

But the inquisition is too knotty a problem to be disposed ot m summary 
fashion For an honest appraisal of the inquisition by Catholic historians see 
Vacandard, The Inquisition, and Maycock, The Medieval Inquisition Also 
worth reading on this point are the brief essay by Heinrich Rommen, professor 
of political sicence at Georgetown University, “The Church and Human 
Rights” in The Catholic Church in World Affairs (Notre Dame, Ind., 1954), 
pp. 115-53, and Monsignor Joumet’s treatment of the inquisition in The 
Church of the Word Incarnate, I, 262r-304. , 

None of the Catholic historians, philosophers, or theologians mentioned 
above attempt to whitewash the inquisition entirely; but they do seek to place 
it in its proper perspective against the medieval milieu and1 tomake ftmtel 
ligible, at least in those terms. Runciman, too, though non-Catholic, does j 
seem surprised that repressive measures 
Manichee; it was something one might naturally p 

cumstancesjt remarkable that the spread of Dua&m 

drinking Churchmen but also many of e ay f or 

sidered heresy, and correctly so considered. ... mere is n 
Christ in a truly Dualist religion. aea inst Dualism. And the 

Thus all good Christians must nec ^ saI j[ y dbetrine of Dualism leads in¬ 
state will usually support them. For th * d ° ct ^ irable: an d that is a 
evitably to the doctrine that raCe *Sd with approval. Moreover there 
doctrine that no lay authority can g detested the Dualist 

was another reason why Chobscenity. It is 

Tradition. To their TC honible hints of orthodox writers as mere propa- 
possible to discount the homWe ■ makes some investigation neces- 

ganda, but the regularity of th Dua j ist orgies cannot be all entirely 

sary_Indeed, the accoun t<*Dv** ^opagadon ol the species. 

fictitious. Dualism necessarily disapP than 0 f casual sexual inter- 

It therefore disapproves of marnage ^ js0 , ated sin , while the former 
course, for the latter represe ^course of an unnatural type, by 

is a state ot sin. S J“ da ^ . children, was preferable to normal inter- 

-S^rrufdmrll no worse.-Op. oft., 175-7. 
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That American Catliolics, hierarchy and laity alike 
to such papal teaching, and are genuinely interested i n T 3Scri ^ e 
ing all the rights and dignity of their non-Catholic fellow egUard ' 
is a fact easy enough to substantiate for anyone willing t Clt '^ ens 
bit of patient research. The famous reply of Cardinal Mann’ ^ 3 
Gladstone on the question of religious freedom would be he- * 0 
endorsed by any American Catholic and is only typical oTbk 
utterances by American bishops 0 issued at various times in tW 
country’s history: 

“If Catholics were in power tomorrow in England ” Cardinal 
Manning wrote, “not a penal law would be proposed not a 
shadow of constraint put upon the faith of any man. We’would 
that all men fully believed the truth; but a forced faith is a 
hypocrisy hateful to God and man. ... If the Catliolics were 
tomorrow the ‘Imperial race’ in these kingdoms they would not 
use political power to molest the divided and hereditary re¬ 
ligious state of the people. We would not shut one of their 
Churches, or Colleges, or Schools. They would have the same 
liberties we enjoy as a minority .’’-Henry E. Manning, The Vati¬ 
can Decrees in Their Bearing on Civil Allegiance quoted in 
Mantain, op. cit., p. 181. 

W hether America will ever become 90 or 95 per cent Catholic 
Zv 0t k n ° W ’ ^ er ^ a ps hydrogen bombs will preclude any such 
possi ty, perhaps two hundred years from now all American 
Catholics will either have apostatized from the Church, or will 
a\e een tnown to the lions like their ancestors, because of the 
Zav °l tRie R ° mans ” vvho fear the overthrow of the national 
thJ' mu America wiU become 100 per cent Catholic and then 
Cafhnl- 1 - 0Ti , e to trem ble about the unknown dangers of 

noi 1Clsm ' o knows? There are many possibilities, but we do 
nd t0 the mantle of P r °pbecy. For aU who wish to 
P ophecy, we can only say: there have been false prophets. 

Nicholas: Jo®* f tate, " ent > ^ late Archbishop John T. Mc- 

Bishops of the " ltelly and ' vlthout an y qualification that the Catholic 

endeavors whatsoever ^ ° f Church and State ^ any 

constituted a mainriK/* t proxlmate or remote. If tomorrow the Catholics 
and State/’—'^h ° r p y ° ur J: ountr >'» they would not seek a union of Church 
release, January Ml CUR 1 * Ch ™ cl \ m American Democracy,” NCWC press 
(Notre Dame^Ind.', U®" ^296. m J ‘ CaVanaugh ’ E ^ence for Our Faith 
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v . u it might be useful, instead of trying to glimpse the 
lv hypothetical future, to study something of the present. 
P l,re Catholic country, which in its constitution publicly affirms its 
0ne t0 Catholicism, no less vehemently affirms the rights of 
• eV °on-Catholic citizens, and recognizes the legal status of various 
ltS "Catholic religions. We refer to the Republic of Ireland. A 
^rusal of excerpts from its constitution will indicate that there is 
nothing inherent in Catholic principles to pose a threat to civic 
and religious freedom: 

CONSTITUTION OF EIRE 

1 i n the Name of the Most Holy Trinity, from Whom is all 
authority and to Whom, as our final end, all actions both of 
men and States must be referred, 

We, the people of Eire, 

humbly acknowledging all our obligations to our Divine Lord 
Jesus Christ . . . and seeking to promote the common good, 
with due observance of Prudence Justice and Chanty, so 
that the dignity and freedom of the individual may be as- 

^ed true^ocial order atta.ned.d.eunityoourcou^ 

restored and concord established with other nations, do hereby 
adopt, and give to ourselves this Constitution. 

Personal Rights 

Article 40. All citizens shall, as human persons, be held equal 
before the law. 

The Family 

Article 41. The state recognizes, the 
primary and fundamental d imprescriptible rights, 

institution possessing mahenable andimp 
antecedent and superior to all positi e 
Education 

according to their « ^^oTo® their children, 
lectual, physical and so J this education in their 

2. P-ents shaU be f^etoPn ^ recognized or esta „ 

homes or in private a 
lished by the State. 
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3. The State shall not oblige parents in viol r 
conscience and lawful preference to send their u., of their 
schools established by the State, or to any nn rfln ? hUdr en to 
school designated by the State. y pa,tlcuIar ty pe 

Religion 

Article 44. 1 (i) The State acknowledges that the h 
of pubhc worship is due to Almighty God It , , > 

Name in reverence and shall respect and honour religt His 
(u) The State recognizes the special position T 

Catholic Apostolic and Roman Church as the guarding® 

Faith professed by the great majority of the cidzens ,he 
(Ui; ihe State also recognizes the Church of T r ^ln« i , 

ZtTTr CbmC, i in Mand ' the Methodist Churcht’lm 

ss n .S; d *°>«- 

m The S siI? g Tn ntees not to endow ai) y rc,i s ion - 
any discrtainaHn n °‘ ““P 08 ® an >' disabilities or make 

or state ° n hC STOUnd ° f reli S ious Profession, belief 

disctednata hah 0 " pr0 " di , n g State a *d for schools shall not 
tt XTous de S h S mder the mana Sement of differ- 
cially tife rieJ ^ "° r be such as af fect prejudi- 

money without -itte"?! ®^ ^ , t0 . atter| d a school receiving public 
(v) Evcrv i- Cri '"V^'oos instruction at that school, 
manage ita Z™ Iff‘ 0US denominaH °n shall have the right to 
moveable and * airS> ui Vn ’ acf l u * re > and administer property, 

Wt a cha ri ta,T purges." 11 ^ ~ 

educational^insHh 1 ^ h if ny r ®^S ious denomination or any 

a^rS^CvS=2'-"S5s== 

J. B. Morrall (Westminster, Md., 1954 ) 595-9 
222 Scholion 2: Where the 'uleaV re,at,Whip is obtainable . 

on though the establishment of iuridical relations between 
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h and State is the Catholic ideal, the Catholic "thesis,” it is 
C necessary corollary, it seems to us, that any other arrangement 
^necessarily evil (per se malum). The dichotomy proposed: "either 
lS have the ideal, or you have something per se evil” surely seems 
y °false one. There are many gradations between ideal and evil: 
there is ideal (best), better, good, and only then, evil. The 
dichotomy is a false presentation of our position, or at least an 
overly rigid representation of it by some Catholic theologians. 
Because the Church affirms the superiority of virginity to marriage, 
it does not mean she despises the latter, but rather venerates it 
highly. Similarly, though the Church praises and wishes her mem¬ 
bers to seek the ideal Church-State relationship* by all honorable 
means the while respecting the consciences of non-Catholics in 
their midst, she by no means despises or considers evil other rela¬ 
tionships called for by particular circumstances. The Church has 
not just one principle to keep in mind-man’s obligation as a social 
being to make social profession of his religion-there are other 
Catholic principles: that individual persons are obliged to follow 
their consciences, even erroneous consciences; &at no.man may 
be constrained to accept Catholicism; and finally, that the Sta 
has the obligation to provide for the common welfare of all, not 
simply its Catholic citizens. Where, then, the ideal « unreahzabta 
without injury to other principles, the Church is con ten wrth 
something good, though less good. That is why die present Holy 
Father took special pains to point explici y o 
that the Church can prosper in the most diverse situations. 


The Church does not hide ^‘c^td Uta Ta 
siders such collaboration [i-e-’ ^ regards the unity of the 

Catholic nation] normal and * unanimity of action be- 
people in the true religion and v 

tween herself and the state as fl events have been evolv- 

Iiut she also knows that ” say towards the 

tag in a rather *%**£“&Optionsof witen 
multiplicity of religious , Catholics are more or less 

the same national “““““^’^eSstog ands^rising for the 
a strong minority, it may u 


a SCTOnS .. , n tMt a deeply Catholic people should 

• What could be more natmal fh^ dut ^ P* , oyalty to Jesus Chnst 
wish publicly and P roudl y ‘^ including the American, instinctively prochnms 
and His Church? Every P»J. g a g 
aloud its native loyalties and .deals. 
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historian to encounter in the United States of Ameri 
ample , among others, of the way in which the Church ° ne e *' 
in flourishing in the most disparate situations.—Adrl * * Ucce *dt 
torians, NCWC trans.; italics ours. 6SS to 

As Pius XII points out in the same address, the Church 
though her goal reaches into eternity, has, like her Founder cnt^i 
into all the complexities of time. Without relinquishing princil 
the Church adapts herself with a marvelous flexibility to all* 
multitudinous cultures she has passed through, without becormh 
simply an artifact of any particular era-ancient, medieval o 
modem. Her goal in every age is primarily religious and moral 
but because she is situated in historical circumstances and always 
has man as her object, the Church is interested in all that affects 
mankind in any period and strives to promote anything that pro¬ 
motes man’s welfare: v 

Tie Church blows that her mission, although by its nature and 
i goals it belongs to the religious and moral domain, situated 
m the beyond ahd eternity, nevertheless penetrates to the very 
eart of human history. Always and everywhere, by unceasingly 
adapting herself to the circumstances of time and place, she 
seeks to model persons, individuals and, as far as possible, all 
individuals according to the laws of Christ, thus attaining the 
ral basis for social life. The object of the Church is man, 
naturally good^ imbued ennobled and strengthened by the truth 
and grace of Christ .-Ibid. 

r„. rr hy ,° f the Church for man governs not only her 
Z“T S U ‘ e mdividuals in any historical era, but also human 
beincr tui * at ! S S ^ e S ^ 0WS the same marvelous flexibility in 
her fd^ 6 ° k 63 With ,, V 1 astly . dis Parate types of State. Although 
relieinnd ^ in ln J at ® c °P a ^ ora ^ on with the State among a people 
rehgmusly un.fied, she does not thereby hesitate to enter into con- 

plunlistic V1 T h S0C ‘ etles wh ° re the religious background may be 
Aeh S T- c0nc0rdats tl>e Church and State may express 

Pl de^ r 510 ^ C °T Cti ° nS ' in othe « the Church may sim- 
o he« sk! m h0 " 0ra “ e inde Pendence to do her own work; in yet 
mmtone 1 - Sunp 'y Wlsh to hel P Preserve social tranquility by 

thu s k avoiding ““I ° f demar " ation be tween the State and herself, 
urns avoiding or lessening the possibility of future conflicts: 
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the history of relations between the Church and State, the 
roncordats, as you know, play an important part . . . in Con- 
ordats let us say, the Church seeks the juridical security and 
independence necessary to her mission. 

Tt is possible, let us add, for the Church and State to proclaim in 
U Concordat their common religious convictions. But it may 
also happen that the Concordat has for its goal, among others, 
the prevention of conflicts about questions of principle and 
avoidance from the beginning of possible occasions for conflict. 
When the Church puts her signature to a Concordat, the ap¬ 
proval applies to all its contents. , J 

But the deeper meaning may include shades of meaning about 
which the contracting parties both know. It may signify an ex- 
nressed approval, but it may also provide for simple tolerance 
according to the principles which serve as a norm for the 
coexistence of the Church and her faithful with the powers and 
men of different belief —Ibid. 

Briefly put, the Church does her best in any given society- 
CatholJ Protestant, or secular-to promote the we^f 
individual and the good of society as a who ' e J har ^ u C I ^ n “ e 
defends all lawful civil authority as having God for ts 

author She instructs the faitMul-whether *ey be^mmonjy, or 

£ rf 

, j children with much tenderness; 

Thou dost teach and trai ^ ^ much gent leness; as 
young men with much vig , , ^ mind of each requires, 

the age not of the chaste and faith 

Women thou dost sub)ect to I“ " of ^eir lust but for bnng- 

ful obedience, not for the* share in the family con¬ 
ing forth children, an over tbeir wives, not that they 

cems. Thou dost set husb ^/^ V but according to the require- 
may play false to die wea ' Thou ’ d()st su bject children to their 
ments of sincere a ff tl0 e ice an d dost estabhsh parents over 
parents in a kind of free serv ^ Thou joinest together, 

their children with “ sort o( brotherhood, citizen w,th 

not in society only, d the whole race of men, by re- 

citizen, nation parentage. Thou teachest kings 

minding tnem ui 
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to look to the interests of their people, and dost a 1 
people to be submissive to their kings. With all car ^ 

teach all to whom honor is due, and affection anT d ° St ^° u 
and fear, consolation, and admonition, and exhortati. reverenc e, 
cipline, and reproach, and punishment. Thou showed a f ? d dis ' 
these are not equally incumbent on all, but that charitv • 9,1 

to all, and wrongdoing to none.-De moribus i SO rq ° Win S 
20. ' Se e ID 

For anyone who would calumniate the Church as beins Wi 
to the State or inimical to society’s welfare, St. Augustine’s answi! 
to tlie same calumny in his own day is worth pondering deeply: 

Let those who say that the teaching of Christ is hurtful to the 
State produce such armies as the maxims of Jesus have enjoined 

hustnd T gmt ° bd ? g; SUCh g ° Vern0rs of Pences such 
husbands and wives; such parents and children; such masters 

and servants; such kings; such judges, and such payers and col¬ 
lectors of tribute, as the Christian teaching instructs them to 

wTlY^ T le ‘ them dare ** that such teaching is 
th^Hic*- l* 6 ®tate- Nay, rather will they hesitate to own that 

cnm^ p]m ni ^ir du . y ? Cted Up t0 ’ is ^ ver y mainstay of the 
commonwealth .—Epistula cxxxviii. 2. 15; see ID 20. 

way- 60 XHI ^ m ° dern times ans wered the same calumny this 

nolihV,T’ WheD * iS J Sa ! d Aat tile Church ^ hostile to modern 
modern regime ^ ai ? d ^ at she repudiates the discoveries of 
the ch arge is a ridiculous and groundless 
tious nriV / u °P\ nions s * le does repudiate, wicked and sedi- 
m°nd wlTf sht ; does condemn, together with that attitude of 
God Rut 1 beginning of a willful departure from 

Church r’pmrn? ust necessarily proceed from God, the 
trace of th ? n a Jl truth that is reached by research a 

order ° ^ mt f ]i Z ence - And as all truth in the natural 

Hon buA° a Wer i eSS t0 ^ Str0y belief in the Cachings of revela- 

covered wh mUch t0 T 6 ™ and as ever y newly dis- 

God l f^n 1 ^ y . S T e t0 further the ^owledge or praise of 
will alwav, h S tha ^ wh f tsoev f r spreads the range of knowledge 
Church Shp h x e ™ l } lm Z ] y and even joyfully welcomed by the 
urch. She will always encourage and promote, as she does in 

( 386 J 


CHURCH AND STATE 

ther branches of knowledge, all study occupied with the in- 
esHgation of nature. In these pursuits should the human in¬ 
tellect discover anything not known before, the Church makes 
no opposition. She never objects to search being made for things 
that minister to the refinements and comforts of life. So far, 
indeed, from opposing these she is now, as she ever has been, 
hostile alone to indolence and sloth, and earnestly wishes that 
the talents of men may bear more and more abundant fruit by 
cultivaHon and exercise.-ID 39. 


Notes 

1. For a treatment of this matter from the viewpoint of political philosophy 
see Jacques Maritain, Man and The State; for an excellent canonical presenta¬ 
tion of tlie problem, see L. Bender, Jus publicum ecclesiasticum (1948); for 
some historical background on the nineteenth-century Church-State problem, 
see E. E. Y. Hales, Pio Nono. 

2. Bender, op. cit., p. 200. 

3. On this point see Maritain, op. cit., pp. 156-57. 

4. “The encyclical Immortale Dei, dated November 1, 188o, can be con¬ 
sidered the most perfect exposition and clarification of the problem of Churc 
and State contained in the letters of Pope Leo XIII. It P^pposcs a concep- 
tion of the State conformable to the principles of Christian philosophy, th 
is, to the principles of St. Thomas. The foundation for such doctnne pr 
vided by the teachings of the gospel (Gilson, op. •» p. 

5. This theory is historically connected w th French Revolubon Its 

name is found explicitly in the works of Paul-Louis Conner (177^182oMts 
richest, subdest formulation is found in the P^hyofJ'TTchSan 
clear, brief analysis of ^“^Docmnal Issue Between the 

“S <*£?£* *** p " 87 ‘ 

114, edited by Gunan and Fitzsimons ( ° ; distinguish Church and 

6 . Bender objects that it is , not “dother jurists. In 

State as “Religious vs Secular society purely natural religion 

another economy of things there 1 unacceptable. As a matter of fact, 
and then the basis of division wou ‘ ^ ^peniatural religion, and a 

however, God instituted “ sup ® ra | ^is Jus publicum ecclesiasticum, pp. 26, 
supernatural society, the Church. supreme natural good; 

and 43 where he writes: good. It foUows that we now 

the goal of the odier the sup ^ ^ proper goal some complete good 
have two societies each of wh each ^ ifs own sphere, 

or a good which is an viewpoint of its goal, since the 

Each is in its own sphere perte Briefly, by Gods ordinance 

goal is o perfect good ” f i“ m ctach is t charge of one, civil society of the 
there exist two orders. T sp here. The supernatural society is not 

other. Each is supreme m its o 

( 387 ) 




CHRIST S CHURCH 

intended to swallow up the natural, nor vice versa- 

plementary. ‘ r ° mutu ally ^ 

7. See I Cor. 9:4-14. 

8. For the difficulty of defining "mixed affairs” , 

p. 201. ’ SCe Bender . op. at' 

9. For a discussion of die nature and extent of concordat., 

op. cit., pp. 217-232. The same author treats the rights of Chu Bender * 

relative to matrimony and education not under the title of State 

but in a special chapter tided: Special Questions touching thTl ABails '" 
of Church and State, (pp. 201-218). His strictures against a 
which would oblige all its citizens to go through a civil marria^ ^ Slate 
are witheringly logical (ibid, pp. 206-209). ‘ g ceremony 
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Article II 


THEOLOGICAL VALUE OF LEO XIII’S TEACHING 


223 I. Preliminary Remarks 

A brief summary of the Church’s teaching on the ideal relations 
that should exist between Church and State in a Catholic country 
has just been given. Most of that teaching has been synthesized by 
Leo XIII in his famous Immortale Dei and other related encyclicals 
What is the theological value of Leo’s teaching in this matter? Does 
his teaching represent simply his views as a private theologian? Is 
it merely authoritative teaching guaranteed as safe for a time, but 
restricted m its value to the peculiar problems which faced the 
Church in the midst of a rampant nineteenth-century anti-religious 
liberalism; Or is it something of universal application, expressing 
C T U of ^ Church: a perennial norm for all theologians 

and the faithful in dealing with this ever delicate and complex 
problem of Church and State? 

We raise this question explicitly because in the light of some 
recent controversial writings in America, non-theologians and par- 
cu ar y non-Catholics might mistakenly arrive—and not necessarily 
because of any of the theological participants in the debate °-at 
e notion t lat Leo s teaching was something merely pertinent to 
historical context and hence able to be revamped in the 
g of every changing "historical constellationto use Maritain’s 
poetic phrase. 1 


II- Leo Xlll's Teaching is Catholic Doctrine 

An assay of the value of Leo’s teaching on Church and State 
ay be rapidly gained from a brief consideration of these points: 
tale dJ 61 > ? f an enc >' c,ic al; 2. an inspection of the Immor- 

endorsem fVr' th . 6 unanimous agreement of theologians; 4. the 
dorsement of Leos teaching by subsequent popes 


n.iss*o? t o he LS?'£!; S in ^!, VCd em lt‘ U f aU Y dedared their loyalty and sab- 

proper onderaMcW2 mply J ,sagr “ d as to what would be the 
v understanding of this or that section of his writings. 
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The very nature of an encyclical. An encyclical is an im- 
1 nt papal document designed to carry the pope’s ordinary 
to t ^ e entire Catholic world, even if it be addressed to 
1630 particular church. Consequently, an encyclical gives the clear 
s °rne p^ ^ Church on the matter under discussion. Its contents 
e j as a w hole will always require, at the minimum, an assent 
T internal religious obedience. At the most, some of its contents 
•eht re quire an assent of divine and Catholic faith: for example, 
P is not unusual for encyclicals to repeat points which have been 
already solemnly defined by the Church. To use an all-erobracive 
Lhel then the best way to classify the contents of an encyclical, 
viewed as a whole, would probably be: Catholic teaching. This is 
an elastic label used to cover a variety of assents. It means doc¬ 
trine that is taught throughout the entire Catholic world, and hence 
not something in the mere realm of opinion. Lest anyone mistak 
the importance of encyclical letters the 
theologians in his Humani generis (August 12 1950) that e y 
S demand our consent. They are an expression of the ordmary 
teaching power of the Church to which it is correct to apply Ousts 
dictum: "He that hears you hears me. 

2. An inspection of the ^special situa- 

that Leo was notrestrictmglnsteacbng ^ b ^ ^ as , 

tion he was facing, nor simply . P encyc lical he refers 

private theologian. Over and over g ^ 0 ffi ce of teacher of 
to the fact that he is exerc.smg he ^ ^ ^ 

the entire Church; secondly, so und philosophy. A lew 

is ultimately grounded stattng that many 

citations will suffice to show th base d Qn doctrines 

have tried to work out plans for ^ church, he writes: 
other than those approved by the CathoUc 

it Vqave been ventured on. 

But, though endeavors ofva™us^ds ^ bui]din? 

it is clear that no better n ' odeh ‘, hich is the necessary growth 
and ruling the State than that wtnc^ tg of the 

Of the teachings 0 f Our apostolic office, to con- 

highest moment, and a st 1 J h is nove l theories now 

slss. 5 a s,»^ “ 
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but educed from the highest and truest prineinW 
by natural reason itself.—16. p s> COn firnied 

This, then, is the teaching of the Catholic Church 
the constitution and government of the State-36 C ° ncerni ng 
Since truth when brought to light is wont, of its ow 
to spread itself far and wide, and gradually tilco ™ nature » 
the minds of men. We, moved by the great and hohdutn °! 

w^feedom'o.' 0 " ' mti0m ’ Speak ’ as We - Wtof 

Finally at the close of tile encyclical Leo states unequivocallv tW 

“;! r ,d ected not simpIy to one coun ^ but 

This, venerable brethren, is what We have thought it Our dutn 
to expound to all nations of the Catholic worfd touching Z 

dfeSs -50 ° f St ° teS ’ and the duties of ^divddual 

l Unan ' m0US r 09reement of iheologians. Finally aU theo- 
jogians and canonists from Leo’s own day to the present refer to 

LkH K u g aS t le ClaSSic S0uree of Ae Church’s teaching o^ 

them aU T* "fi!^ “ W ° U,d be wea *°™ <° I* 

queTey W 7 \ v ^ Standard ‘heologians: Billot, Tan- 

rente and Salav CSt 'tt apaena > Tromp, Garrigou-Lagrange, Pa- 

Ottavianf CannT' r ere a few of the ^"dard canonists: 
uttaviam, Cappello, Coronata, and Bender. 2 

lical referred to n tb PC f Pa ! ®^°!’ sement - Leo XIII in his own encyc- 
inTwlLt o ‘1^ ‘ th f tbe Was onl y seating and develop- 

fundamental principles^He ct™ ^ ^ taught on the same 
IX (ID 34) - He °.tes explicitly Gregory XVI and Pius 

eralistic doctrine of PI, rel ! erate ? Leo ’ s condemnation of the lib- 

addressed to France in 19M 3 RusXl' 6 “ ’’‘a Veh f menter Nos ’ 
the obligation of civil ■ s re peated Leo’s doctrine on 

*e f n g ^ to t^ c 7g:L;°rS. PUbliC “> Cb " S ‘ 

Clear fee WeT t hi 1 ^" XI “ has -P-en ted the 

Pius XII has dilatedty” mh & Cba ~ b State, 
the Historians (Sept 7 19551 m ns J n recent Address to 
recently attentive tothe Msforv of re'^H‘ hat / Ch °' arS have beC " 

( 392 ) 


CHURCH and state 


proper relations which ought to obtain between the 
formula ^e p stat i n g that Leo has given “an enlightening 

wo societies. fa ose relations in his encyclicals Diuturnum illud 
explanation (1885), and S apientiae ChrMianae (1890), 

(188 vi/^fers to the value of Leo’s teaching on Church and State 
Pius XU rei 
in these words: 


r. „ can sav that with the exception of a few centuries-for all 
2. firs? 1000 years as for the last 400-the statement of Leo 
XUlrefiertsmorc or less explicitly the mind of the Church. 
Fven during the intervening period, moreover there were repre- 
fenrntives of the doctrine of the Church-perhaps even a ma)or- 
i“ who shared the -me op^on.-Trans'ation and .tahes ours. 
For original French see AAS, 47 (1955), bits. 

In other words, Pius XII tells us plainly that Leo’s teaching! on 

r r t " £-£= hstzzzx 

Church. Leo’s teaching, therefore, canno p b £ needs of 


Notes 

1. Op. cit., p. 160. ,j to Leo XIII’s authority 

2. The following theologians and canoa ween church and State: 
as a source of their teaching on the P r0 P eppl U d d 19 29 ), II, passim and 

Theologians: L. Billot, De cedes .■ «'*■ < S (4th ed 1945 . 
especially p. 82^93; R. Camgou-La^ing ^ ^ (3th rev. ed. 1951), 

II, p. 411-9; J. M Herv6, | a rente, Thealogia 

p. 244-5; L. Lercher, op. cit., P- 2A ^ <3 ’ loRiae dogmaticae (2nd ed., 19-9), 
cit., 185-90; C. Pesch, Compendia^ ^ ” go5 _ 17 . a. Tanquerey, Synopsis 
I, 160-3; I. Salaverri, op. at, t - ’ ’ 686 _ 70 1. 

tlieologiae dogmaticae (26t ■» i 7 7-8; Cappello, Summa iurjs p» 

Canonists: L. Bender op M. Coronata, Compendium iu£ 

ecclesiastici (4th ottaJani, Institutiones iuris pubhei eccles 

canonici (1937), p. 25-48: A. uci 

(3rd ed., 1947), I, P- ,, 





APPENDIX 


THE PRIMACY TEXT IN THE GOSPEL OF MATTHEW * 


St Peters confession of his Master’s divinity is found in 
Matthew 16:13-16; Mark 8:27-30; Luke 9:18-21. The promise of 
primacy which followed as the reward of this confession appears 
only in Matthew 16:17-20. St. Matthew’s account of the incident 
is accordingly the key passage in this whole discussion. 1 In our 
treatment of it, we shall: 

1. Give an analysis of the passage, so that an idea may be 
formed of its general contents. . . 

2 Examine more in detail some of the expressions used therein 
(especially in verses 18-19), so that their real force may be the 
more clearly understood. This will be a supplement and justrfica- 
tion of what will have been said under the previous step. 

3. Consider some of the various objections raised against the 
Catholic interpretation of the passage. 
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to declare their view of Him (v. 15). Peter answers (v. 16) 
doubt he speaks in the name of all, but primarily and immediat 1 
it is his own faith that he expresses. It is not a question of V' 
formulating something already present in the minds of the wh f 
group, as the sequel shows. The others may have believed in J esus ^ 
Messiahship before this; they may also have suspected that there 
was something more than human about their Master; but Jesus’ 
reply to Peter implies that there was something new and far more 
definite in Peter’s confession. Peter confesses not only the Messiah 
ship of Jesus, but also His divine Sonship. The words “Son of the 
living God,” peculiar to the first gospel, are not a meaningless 
addition, repeating and explaining the “Christ” of the preceding 
phrase. There is no proof for the claim that the two expressions, 
“Christ” (Messias) and “Son of God” are synonymous. Even 
critics like Loisy explain the words “the Son of the living Cod” 
as a confession of the divine nature of Jesus, and this explanation 
agrees perfectly with the tenor of the whole context. 

Jesus, addressing Peter directly (v. 17), accepts his confession 
and insists on its exceptional significance. He congratulates His 
apostle, acknowledging that the latter’s words were spoken under 
the influence of a divine revelation which enabled him to realize 
the mystery of Jesus, the relation existing between the Son of God 
and His heavenly Father. Peter had, then, just given expression to 
a mystery, inaccessible of itself to human understanding, knowable 
only in virtue of a special grace, a supernatural illumination. 

Jesus thus fully endorses and represents as guaranteed by the 
authority of God Himself the confession made by Peter. But all 
this, wonderful as it is in itself, serves, in addition, as an introduc¬ 
tion to our Lord’s words to Peter in w. 18 ff. In return for his 
singular confession, Peter is to receive a singular reward. He is to 
have in the Church of Christ an exceptional place of honor and of 
authority. 2 

227 Clearly alluding to the significance of the name He had previ- 
ous y given His apostle (John 1:42), Jesus discloses that the apostle 
is to be the rock on which, like the wise builder (Matt. 7:24-25), 
He intends to build His Church. Christ, therefore, contemplates 
something new. The Chosen People had been the “Church of the 
Lord or the “Church of God.” Christ means to replace this congre¬ 
gation by His own Church , a new building which is to rest securely 
on a new foundation (v. 18a, b). The strength of the edifice will 
be such that Hades itself will be powerless agai ist it (18c). 
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-phis verse therefore describes Peter’s place in the Church: he 
is the foundation on which it stands immovable, beyond any danger 
of falling. By means of different metaphors, Jesus declares in the 
next verse the power (authority) which He will bestow on His 
apostle and thus defines more precisely the place of Peter in the 
Church. The latter is to have supreme power in the Kingdom of 
God upon earth. He is to act as the agent or representative of 
Christ, who of course remains the Master and Owner (“I will build 
m y Church”). Biblical and Rabbinic usage (Isai. 22:22; Apoc. 1:18; 

3:7; 9:1; 20:1) forbids us to see in the metaphor of the keys the 
idea that Peter is merely the porter who admits or keeps out. On 
the contrary, it demands the idea of one delegated by the owner 
to administer the affairs of his house in his name and in his place. 

Peter is thus to be the vicar of Christ on earth (19a). 

The next two clauses may be considered as specifications of the 228 
power given by Christ to His representative. The words ( deo ) 
and ( luo ) as used by Jesus here evidently cannot be explained 
in the sense in which they are found so often in Greek magical 
formulae. The words occur very frequently in Rabbinic writings 
and must be understood along the general lines of Rabbinic usage. 

"To bind” and “to loose” are sometimes used by the Rabbis in the 
sense of “exclude,” “excommunicate,” and admit, release from 
excommunication.” From this point of view, the expressions would 
denote the disciplinary power conferred on ^ Peter. But in this 
same Rabbinic usage, “to bind” and “to loose ^ are also very fre¬ 
quently employed in the sense of “forbid and permit. Since s 
is so, then Peter has authority in the Kingdom of Heaven to decide 
what is wrong and what is right. And since the terms are used also 
of doctrinal decisions, they mean that Peter has the au onty o 
teach. This all amounts to saying that the expressions are to e 
taken in their widest possible meaning, as even so very radrcal a 
critic as Oort admits: 

In this ease fie if the words are a translation from a Hebrew 
in tins case Hf-’ , . f t0 p eter here a twofold 

or Aramaic onginalj, there is given w , ... , 

power- the management of discipline and the authority to de 
cide what is true and good: the office of overseer and that of 
teacher. And so the Church has understood it. 

A similar conclusion is reached by Strack and Billerbeck conserva¬ 
tive Protestants, in their commentary on this passage, a commen- 
( 397 ) 
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tary based on Rabbinic usage: the words of our Lord i nc i 
disciplinary and doctrinal authority. 8 UcIe 

Peter is thus invested with full power to rule the Church 
Christ in His place. And to enhance, if possible, the authority thu 
entrusted to Peter, Jesus assures the apostle that the exercise of thf 
authority will be ratified by God. Peter’s decisions will therefore 
be, as it were, those of God Himself. His word, whatever it ma 
be-commanding, forbidding, or teaching—will have to be listened 
to as that of God Himself. 

The section concludes (v. 20) with Jesus’ charge to His apostles 
not to speak of His Messiahship. The following verses reveal 
Jesus’ conception of the Messianic office. In His mind, the latter 
is something wholly unlike the Messianic office of popular imagina¬ 
tion, so unlike it, indeed, that even the apostles themselves are as 
yet unable to understand properly. Indiscreet proclamation of His 
Messiahship would therefore result only in vain agitation. Hence 
the need for silence on this point. There would be no need to 
impose silence with respect to Jesus’ divine Sonship. The disciples 
would hardly be tempted to bruit that about in a Jewish milieu 
just then. 

229 We have explained the words of our Lord as a promise to St. 
Peter of a unique position in the Church. Many Protestants would 
accept this interpretation, provided Christ’s words were taken as 
addressed to Peter exclusively, in the sense that our Lord meant 
His promise to be entirely personal and restricted to Peter and that 
He meant Peter’s privileged position to belong to him exclusively 
and not to be passed on to others after him. 

It is true that the words of the text do not mention a successor 
directly and explicitly. But that Peter was to have successors in 
office is clearly suggested by the whole passage, which would other¬ 
wise be pointless. The Church is to continue throughout the ages, 
built on Peter as its firm foundation. Now he cannot fulfill this 
function personally throughout the history of the Church; but 
what Peter cannot do personally he can do through his successors, 
who will be to the different generations of men making up the 
Church of Christ in each successive age what Peter was to be to 
the Church of Christ in his day. That means that the words of 
Christ are a promise (a) of the institution of an office by which 
the proper continuation of the Church to the end of time is to be 
secured, and ( b) of the bestowal of that office on Peter first. These 
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vvords are likewise a prophecy that the Church will continue to 
the end of time, a prophecy whose fulfillment demands that the 
Church have at all times one who will be Peter, the Rock to her.* 

In favor of the above view of our text, we may appeal to all 
those critics who reject the genuineness (authenticity) of these 
verses. If, as they hold, the verses were added to the Gospel, the 
intention of the interpolator was obviously to support the claims 
of Rome to a position of unique authority over the other Churches, 
and not to champion the useless authority of an already dead 
Peter. Accordingly, the purpose of the author of the verses was 
evidently to attribute to Christ the promise of founding an office, 
not merely the bestowal of a purely personal privilege to Peter. 

When, therefore, Catholics appeal to this text in favor of the 
primacy of the Holy See, they are not reading too much into it 
They are drawing a perfectly legitimate and obvious conclusion 
from the words of Christ. 

2. Explanation and justification of some points mentioned above 230 

Verse 18a. In this verse there is a significant play on words 
which is fully clear only in Aramaic and can be preserved to some 
extent in Greek and Latin (and some other languages), but is lost 
in other languages (e.g., English, German). To realize the fu 
meaning of the text we must bear in mind always that the sense 
is to be determined not by the meaning which the words may have 
in Greek-or in Syriac, but by their meaning in the Aramaic which 
our Lord used when He uttered them. 

From different passages in the New Testament winch toe 
preserved it in its original (Aramaic) form we know that die nam 

Petros represents the word Kepha’ (see John 1:42; l >Cor U* 

3-22- 9-5 15-5 etc ) Now this word Kepha, which does not seem 
fotve been ^sed before as a personal ~ 

Aramaic dialects with ^ " j c ™- sh Palestinian dialect of 

of the Old Testament written .* translation of the 

Western Aramaic, the word PP 39[40]:3). The 

Hebrew word “word for W Is found also 

same word, translattng Ae ^ of the di al ec ts of Eastern 

A n rama e i c S rNu C m 'o e 8,10, 11; Matt. 16:18; 27:51, for the Greek 

^^Accordingly, the original words spoken by our Lord to Peter 
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viU have been: "Thou are Keplm , and upon this keplm’ I will bui] 
my Church,” as they are in the Syriac versions (Cureton and 
Peshitto) of this passage. To preserve the play on words perfectly 
the Greek translator should, strictly speaking, have rendered the 
same word, keplm, by the same word, petra, in both instances 
But he no doubt felt that such a literal translation would have 
resulted in a rather strange form of name for a man: petra is 
feminine. Now the masculine form petros, means "stone.” Since 
the idea of "stone” is closely related to that of “rock,” even though 
it is not identical with it, the translator felt that he was doing suf¬ 
ficient justice to the original by rendering the first kepha’ by petros, 
as Peter’s name, and the second one by petra (as Peter’s function), 
with its usual meaning. 

It is, then, altogether wrong to draw any kind of argument from 
the fact that the Greek text uses two different words, petros and 
petra. It is a complete waste of time to insist that these two words 
have different meanings, petra being properly "rock, mass of live 
rock,” and petros being “a detached stone, a boulder,” and that 
good Greek usage maintains a distinction between them. The dis¬ 
tinction does not exist in the Aramaic, 5 but, as explained above, 
the translator had to make some distinction in the Greek. More¬ 
over, such a distinction as that which explains petros as the name 
of the apostle and petra as his faith or something of the sort makes 
the words of our Lord pointless. The demonstrative pronoun in 
this rock” remains without a natural explanation. 

We may conclude, then, that our Lord is here addressing the 
apostle directly by the significant name of Kepha’— "Rock,” which 
He had given him before this, and that He is here explaining the 
reason for having conferred it upon him: He intends to make him 
the rock upon which He means to build His Church. 

231 Verse 18b. The figure under which Christ describes the strength 
of the Church has been understood in various ways by Catholic 
as well as by non-Catholic commentators. According to some, 
Hades (hell) is the abode of the dead, and the word is used in the 
sense it usually has in the Old Testament. The gates of hell thus 
signify the power of death, and the sense is that death will be 
powerless against the Church of Christ. Although everything in 
the world of men must fall prey to death, " dehemur morti nos 
nostraque” (Horace Ars poetica 63), the Church shall five on 
immortal. Others take Hades as the name of the abode of the 
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damned. It is the empire of Satan, and the power of wickedness 
referred to by this expression is that of the empire of evil waging 
relentless war against the Church. According to this interpretation, 
Christ is promising that His Church will always successfully resist 
and overcome the attacks of Satan. If the Greek verb translated 
b y “prevail against had to be taken as implying a hostile attack, 
it would settle the controversy in favor of the latter view. The 
verb, however, does not necessarily suggest a hostile attack and, 
therefore, does not decide the point. It is clear that both views are 
orthodox and are in agreement on the ultimate sense. But the 
second is perhaps the more natural in the present context. 8 

In this context, which clearly presupposes a Semitic original, 
the expression “gates of Hades” represents the same expression in 
the Aramaic. Still it may be noted that the figure is not unknown 
in classical Greek, where it is a periphrasis for the netherworld. 

Verse 19. The metaphors used here to describe the power given 
to Peter are distinctly Semitic. 

The figure of the keys (19a) as a symbol of authority is natural 
enough and is therefore to be found in literatures other than the 
Semitic. Strange to say, however, it does not occur in Greek, clas¬ 
sical or nonclassical, as far as can be determined. But it is found 
in Latin, where the expression " claves alicui tradere means to 
entrust the management of one’s affairs to someone. Still it doe* 
not constitute an idiom in Latin as characteristic as it is in se ™hc 
languages. Outside the Bible, we find it in Rabbinic 115 

God is said to have reserved for Himself four keys " c e as 
not given to any creature, and which denote His sovereign power 
over rain, food, death, and birth. It is used in & e oran jl n 
image of the power of the Creator over CTea ° n ' e 

"Allah is the creator of all things and Heofaltinngs.sAe 
guardian. His are the keys of the heaven •£«£?* word 

LtT.ated“may a Tomean “treasure rooms,” some Arabic 
Translated Keys in y ^ i atte r sense, so that the 

commentators understand the wo d ^ fQ our text But 

passages w°Jd notrea^ co jndisputabl> . paraUe l to that 

Arabic has another expression disposal of one’s 

of the Gospel. To entmst *» dehvered to him 

affairs to another is expressed in Aramc oy 

*• G ° Spd me,aphOT - UnderS,0 ° d * 
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light of biblical and extra-biblical Semitic usage, represents P> 
as invested with full power over the kingdom of heaven ?f r 
lished as its administrator with power to manage its affairs ■ 
accordance, of course, with the will of the One whom he repre >~~ ln 
The figure of binding and loosing in 19b, c has been sufBdenU ’ 
explained above. It will suffice to note here that it is exceedii / 
common in Hebrew and Aramaic among the Rabbis, especiall • 
the sense of “forbidding” and “allowing.” The expression “to loo^ 1 ” 
in tli© sense of "to allow,” has passed into Arabic, which also has 
the expression, “the master of the binding and of the loosing,” to 
denote one who has the right to decide or solve, and whose 
decision is to be accepted. If our Lord’s words in this part of the 
verse were to be understood in this special sense which they have 
so often among the Rabbis, we might say that Peter is set up by 
Chnst as the supreme doctor or teacher in the Church. But in view 
of the wider meaning which the expression may have in Rabbinic 
usage, and in view of the whole context, it is better to take these 
words in as general a sense as possible, i.e., as denoting supreme 
authority to pass any sentence-doctrinal, disciplinary, etc.-that 
may be required by Peter’s position as vicar of Christ, with the 
assurance that his decision will be ratified by God. 7 

233 3. Authenticity of the promise to Peter 

Modem criticism may be said in general to accept as well 
founded the Catholic interpretation of Christ’s promise to Peter. 
It might almost be said that the more radical the attitude of the 
critic, the more Catholic his interpretation is. But these critics agree 

rirtiJffk 18 J n . different wa y s the authenticity of w. 17 and 19; 
f pf . le ' V 10 e P assa ge is an interpolation, or the original words 

„r h r?. been changed by addiHons which give them their 
present Catholic sense. 

and In Jr ° f . the authenticity of these verses are the Catholics 
foler in th ? Pr0testants - Bu ‘ hatter disagree with the 
admit th!,r*rV f Preta c 0n ° f passage - Obviously they cannot 
Church. Corse ISt 8 fi Ve Peter and his successors primacy over the 
the text of it ■v'h' 1 I’ T? above ’ in ‘heir endeavor to strip 

™ rr" rr ? °< ™ Sras 

appear not to have understood the text in its full Catholic 
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It was pointed out above, among other things, that these 
fibers when treating the phrase in a strictly exegetical manner, 

{rive the usual Catholic interpretation. But in homilies and 
oral exhortations they gave it different meanings and applications 
m accordance with the moral lesson they were trying to put across, 
f ther discussion of this question would take us too far afield 
and is better left to patrologists and historians. 8 For our present 
roose, we have now only to prove the value of the text by con- 
ridering the problem of its authenticity that has been raised by 
radical criticism. 

Some objections are based on rather broad tendentious views 234 
of the whole Christian message. The text is to be rejected because 
it does not square with the rest of Christ’s teaching. Thus, accord¬ 
ing to the eschatological theory, Jesus did not intend to found a 
society or Church which would continue after Him. He preached 
the kingdom of God which He was to inaugurate within a short 
time when He would reappear as the Messias in glory- Hence there 
was no need to make provision for the future, since He was expec - 
ing the consummation of all things in the very near u e. J 
therefore preached the kingdom of heaven. But ms '* ad ° ^ 
kingdom, there came the Church. Since the Parou»a id not ice 
place and the world continued to move on, *e fohowOTrfJf , 
in order to survive, were forced to accommotoe themselves to 
circumstances and to organize themse ves in founded by 

authority which gradually came 

Christ Himself. It follows necessarily fr °^ su “ a c ■ 
the teaching of Christ that anything implymga^ J* g e J ore 
ization was wholly foreign to * e ™'" u( of ^ conditions of the 
to be rejected, s.nce “ merely^r ^ pr< , sent text wit h its 

later Christian community. C y, forever and * organized 
reference to a Church his ‘successors as representatives 

under a supreme head, F . “ecclesiastical,” cannot be part 

of Christ—such a text, so n ds to a later situation and 

of the teaching of Jesus, but corresponds 

is therefore an interpolation. ^ . t t0 discuss fully the vaew 
It is naturally impossible a is P based It involves a study of 
on which this rejection o ou ^ Christ and of His claims 

the nature of the kingdom P ^ words of rep l y to this revolu- 
conceming His own * There are some words of our 

tionary system must sutbc 

( 403 ) 



Christ’s church 


Lord’s which, taken all by themselves, might suggest the id c 
an immediate Second Coming or the like (e.g., Matt. 10:23)° 
alongside of such passages, which are admittedly difficult, there 
many others which are certainly authentic and which cannot b° 
construed in the eschatological sense. Thus, in Matthew 13, sev ! 
of the Kingdom Parables suggest anything but a kingdom to^be 
established in a miraculously divine manner and within a short 
time, not, at least, in the eschatological sense. Likewise the parts 
of the instructions in Matthew 10 which regard the future do not 
imply a view of the kingdom like that supposed by the Eschatol- 
ogists. So also the choice of the Twelve and the care given to their 
training by our Lord imply at least the intention of preparing for 
the future. Our Lord’s teaching concerning Himself should be taken 
into account, too. Unless we are ready to admit that He was com¬ 
pletely mistaken about His Person and His mission, we cannot 
consistently force the eschatological system upon Hini. And if we 
grant that His horizon was not limited to the immediate future by 
the thought of the impending kingdom and Second Coming, then 
we cannot deny the possibility of His thinking of the future devel¬ 
opment of His work and of providing for it. 9 

Some objections are of a more specific character. It is claimed, 
for instance, that the text is not authentic for reasons derived from 
the context. Thus from the point of view of the Two Source 
Theory, the promise betrays itself as an addition since it is want¬ 
ing m the Gospel of Mark, the main narrative source of the first 
Gospel And it was not in Q or the Logia, since St. Luke, who also 
used Q does not record these two verses. 0 To this difficulty we 
may reply that even from the standpoint of the Two Source Theory 
j m-igin of Matthew, the conclusion of the critics is unwar¬ 
ranted. For however the absence of these verses from Mark and 
uke may be explamed, the fact remains that they have a very 


to to*'!® 6 th^^eU-knovm^Syru^jUc^Probl'em, 11 he^th^nr^n^ 6 ^ X T™' 

Mmces^rMa^ew's^^r^M U k , Accordin g to" this theory!'^ 

Lord’s saytass a 1 ”t an hypothetical collection of our 

simply 0 *e fef ofX this coI1 <* tfo " is called 

scholars r^a this hvltLrs inits cS, f„X Catholic 

t*;? «m ^d“?'™To d ^™ s d^ro f q fr rbi r-a ,ack - 

See B. C. Butler Thp Oritrlnsilini nf a, f„«j, 6 a , of historical tradition. 

Abho, Br.UerfposTM^l^ £%% While 

of the Two Source Theorv ic rWactafino „ j i r ,, be desired, his critique 
Ricdotti, The Life of Christ (Milwaukef, 1W)! mT"* 1 ' o1so G ’ 
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1 Semitic flavor. In addition to the expressions discussed 
^ f0Xl0U fhere are in verse 17, the words "Simon bar Jona” (Simon, 
above, c a ’ n j “fl es h and blood.” Of these semitisms, one at 
S ° n ° the play o n words in verse 18, is explicable only in Aramaic, 
least, c ‘ lear | y tQ an Aramaic original for our text. The linguistic 
and P oin ^ t ^ e p assa ge, therefore, establishes its Aramaic origin 
^^consequently, the early date of the tradition to which it 
fTVfrs Hence from the point of view of language alone we might 
Tid even on the Two Source hypothesis, that Matthew added 
’ verses on the authority of an ancient Aramaic source which 
we should have no right to set aside lightly. Abstracting from the 
Two Source Theory and accepting the tradition of the Aramaic 
oriiiin of the first Gospel, we may maintain that the striking 
Aramaic character of this text proves that it must have belonged 

t0 'in f“f ^conclusion, we may add that the P ron >* e * 
verses 17-19 forms the natural sequel to Peters confession 
preceding verses rather than betrays itself as an "borc ad*. 
Z : Jesus had not questioned Hb disciples in 
Himself, for His own personal information w P w J> t0 obtain a 
or His disciples thought of Him. ^ ofessioIlj which He has 

profession of faith from them. en expect Him to make 

Himself elicited, is forthcoming, we^ ^ commen t we 

some comment on the answer which thus form an 

have in the words given in verses 17-19. wine 

appropriate conclusion. , Decu iiarities of the lan- 

Consequently, whether we con t ^ e preceding context, 

guage of these verses or their re a date and authen- 

there is no solid reason *»*J*&X later the date when the 
ticity. It may be noted in addition thajte^ ^ ^ text (d^g 
verses were supposed to ave so me), the more di®c ■ 

the second century, according ^ vVe should hardly 

becomes to explain them ongf*t** , 0 create die impression 

expect a forger at ^ Aramaicjlavon ^ 

of authenticity by S 1 ™ 1 ® dily how su ch an addition wo 
Nor could we <*l>la“ r ““U all the ancient versions The text 
passed into all the MSSand ^ ^ jf fe k ton*. ™ 

is found everywhere in n0 moie serious than they ar 

are some vunants, ^ . 

* “‘Sw. *. —» ”* " 
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may appeal to the unquestionable fact attested by the New T 
ment in various places that Simon, the brother of Andrew r ^ 
from Jesus the name of Peter (Keplm ). Such a strange and*^ 
nificant name, which finds no explanation in the characte ^ 
temperament of its bearer, must have been explained on ^ ° r 
occasion. Tins is just what Matthew reports to have taken 
on the occasion of Peter’s confession. ^ ace 

The conclusion from this review of the arguments against th 
authenticity of verses 17-19 is that there is no evidence comnellinn 
us either to reject or even to question their authenticity but rather 
that a number of reasons speak distinctly and loudly in favor of 
that authenticity. And so it is not surprising to see some critics 
unable to reject or condemn the text as a whole, rejecting onlv 
some words as interpolated - Or, if they keep the text as it stands 
they try to force upon it an altogether different interpretation: 
Their frantic and often embarrassed efforts to be rid of or to 

ftey lttach to ** *° Ae im P orta "“ 
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Tt was entitled Petrus, Jiinger, Apostel, Mdrtyrer. In the same year it Wa8 
translated into English by Floyd V. Filson: Peter, Disciple, Apostle, Martyr 
(Philadelphia, The Westminster Press). Reviews and critiques followed in 
short order, one of them assuming book proportions, Msgr. Charles Joumet’s 
The Primacy of Peter, translated by John Chapin (Westminster, Md., 1954). 
Other splendid and readily available reviews are to be found in TS, 15 (1954), 
129; AER, 130 (1954), 209 ff. An excellent full-length article devoted to a 
discussion of Prof. Cullmann’s work is that of Kevin Smyth, S.J., 'The 
Primacy of Peter, Studies, 43 (1954), 271 ff. We shall limit ourselves to a 
brief summary of this abundant material. 

Cullmann admits that “the solution of the Reformers, that the rock is only 
the faith of Peter, does not satisfy. . . . The parallelism, ‘You are rock, and 
upon this rock I will build’ shows that the second rock refers to nothing dif¬ 
ferent from the former one. The Roman Catholic exegesis must be regarded as 
correct” (p. 207). But here he parts company with Catholics, for he sees in 
the promise not the institution of an enduring office, but only a personal favor 
to Peter. A foundation can be laid only once, and Peter's function is therefore 
unique and limited to the initial stages of the Church. Since the function of 
founding the Church in the manner of a workman who lays the foundations 
is common to all the apostles, Peter’s power does not differ essentially from 
that of the other apostles. What Prof. Cullman fails to see at this point is that 
Peter did not lay the foundation; he was the foundation rock. He states further 
that there is no distinction between the apostolic privileges common to all the 
apostles and the transapostolic privilege belonging to Peter which would make 
them unequal. (On this question, see above nos. 53, 57b In Cultaaun, 
view, Peter is superior to the others because he was the fori.toi seethe m*o 
Christ. His purely accidental superiority is due to h* Jonologicd 
eminence.” Because of this latter he becomes the eade ,■<* toe Church a 
Jerusalem, and thus Christ’s promise to him fed.with 
quickly supplanted by James. Opposed b *° ^^Thufthere occurred even in 
James at the head is the group headed y resu ] t 0 f differences 

Primitive Christianity a decisive Church ^ (p . 218 ). 

“which concerned a central point . ^ .. fean - (Cal. 2;12 ), and 

Peter then becomes subordinate to J . When he finally arrives m 

must accept a rebuke from Pan ” power 0 f the keys and to be 

Rome, he has long since ceased to P ^ at Rome without having 

head of the universal Church. He 130 ff.) who reacts to 

anything to leave his successors. See Journet top 

all the above as follows: itions which give us a sufficient idea 

Let us meditate on these • • • P L meditate especially on the fact 
of the theses of ■ .^“^heuticity of the Cospel test, but to. 
that he begins by asserti g Catholic interpretation of Tu es Pet . 
in order to avoid irch j tse lf, which has scarcely emergedfromthe 

consigns the apostolic. Cb [| en i i ahtened by the graces of Pentecost, to a 
hands of Christ and is stlR compare his laborious historical recon- 

“decisive church split. f L *V coherence of the Catholic interpretation and 
strucUon with the that he has failed in his attempt 

the conclusion ine^ fh^ouTagl ol th! saying of ihesferioa: “to place 
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of supernatural history which is likely, they rive m i 

are unlikely” (p. 133). X ® ° " S natu r a l stories which 

Still, Dr. Culhnann recognizes that the foundation-rock must 
in its function, not merely virtually but actively. And it' , S ° me J 10vv Persi st 
apostolic writings: cs l ' 1ro 'igh the 

Here in these writings we today, in the midst of the twennwu 
meet the person of the apostles, the person of the first „? *, cen h'ry, 

Peter; In this way they continue to support, he continues Vo ° ap0st K 

structure of the Church (p. 221). s to su PPort, the 

As Fr. Smyth remarks (art. cit., p. 284) there miaht 
Cullmann’s explanation of how the primacy persists if the prima^'"? ? Dr - 
sisted of teaching, and had not included the exercise of thrfc V had COn * 
ity, of giving decisions that bound in heaven and on earih T™* a * h *’ 
might be something in it if Peter had "inspired" the whole New“ T«n " C 
and still effectively guided the reader to the true sense. But not eveJShT 
reverence for St. Peter will allow us to affirm “Peter has snnko fu C L h ° ,lc 
through Luke, through John.” It is simply not true that the Pa ?’ 

r,ids the Bible is obeying Peter. And s^elyto make the Po^T'T 
"Read the New Testament” is to substitute L the per o„ of^ Peter to 
rejects V 'untenable. re * Um - P ~ ^sition which £ &£* 

any 5 di™ssion a J a ,tetxt h oTloTdid^ T,#* °l eWn for • » - 

be a very widely distriW^ i .«■ 1 P ’’ iy5bJ 151 ' In vvhat wiH 

Jehovah’s Witnesses have Given th° ’ < \ xperience is an M criterion, the 

translation of *e^ New xSme P^tocientilic 

lengthy note is devoted tn ent'tled The Christian Grech Scriptures. A 

t»Se”“YouandVTh““7 ° f Ma " hew 16:18 ’ which 
gation.” In the note tlie* • . IS ’’ oc ^' mass I will build up my congre- 
T thG tW ° Words - Greek (petros, 
oft repeated argument in tV b °, h 3PP ^ t0 Peter Instead of belaboring this 
ship by appealing to the Svria ^ g ‘ Ve an aura of clee P scholar- 

wouldhaveSTn^mfiZ'T?^/ 1116 NeW Testament - The approach 
appealed to the dialects of Aram a ’ u°r° Slncerel y scientific-if they had 
going to a second^ u ° ce ^2^ h J< T might have used > -stead of 
the Greek. In Syriac as in CtppL- ynac > W ^ ic b is Itself a translation from 
make capital of this fact Howpv ’ ^ W ° rd ^° r roc ^ is feminine, and they 
consequently absolutely no basis for disM ** tFUe 111 Aramaic » ancl there is 
In the original, the ^ ^ fr ° m the other ' 

oeys reconstruction of the words as the^fu T d unambi S“ous. Here is Bur- 

- zi as tei f r^ e / ips ° f christ: 

_ n we ‘ a l Iladen k ha , * «« hepha (masc.) 

See Burney, The Poetry of Our Lord ^ liknishti - 

vahs Witnesses Translate the New tJ/ 925), ., 117; J- Mattingly, S.S., “Jeho- 
8, See M. Meinertz, TfoeotogfeT* (1951), 442^3. 
op- Cit., p. 681. euen Testamentes, I, 75; I. Salaverri, 
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7 See M. Meinertz, loc. cit. 

8 See above, nos. 55 and 65, and esp. notes 61-64. 

9. See above, nos. 19 ff.; Van Noort, The True Religion (Westminster, 
Md 1955), 285 ff.; John A. McEvoy, “Realized Eschatology and the King¬ 
dom’ Parables,” CBQ, 9 (1947), 329 ff. 

10. Especially if, as would be logical in the hypothesis, the forger were 
a member of the Roman Church. See Meinertz, op. cit., 76. 

11. Some mention should be made here of the rather desperate attempt 

of Harnack, in his 1918 essay on Peter as the Rock of the Church, to disprove 
the authenticity of the crucial verse 18. He appeals to the fact that St. 
Ephraem, in his commentary on Tatian’s Diatessaron, does not quote 18b, but 
only 18a and c, and that in 18c, instead of “shall not prevail against it,” he 
has “shall not prevail against thee.” But although St Ephraem quotes an 
incomplete text and has a change of pronouns, it does not follow that his 
source, the Diatessaron, had this shorter text and in this form. For the rest of 
St. Ephraem’s explanation, wherein he describes the building of the Church, 
proves tliat he was acquainted with 18b also. To say with Harnack that this 
knowledge of 18b was derived from the “Separated Gospels” and not from 
the Diatessaron is a poor explanation. According to the conclusions of recent 
critics who have thoroughly examined this point, all the evidence shows that 
St. Ephraem used only the Diatessaron. Hence if it is admitted that his com¬ 
ment on the verse reveals his knowledge of 18b (even though he does not 
quote it), it follows that he read 18b in his Gospel text, i.e., in the Diatessaron 
Therefore, the absence of 18b from the words of the text quoted by S . 
Ephraem proves merely that he did not feel bound to quote the text in fuD. 
And if he felt that way, we cannot hold that he must necessarily have^pro¬ 
duced with scrupulous care the part which he actually did useSrnce 
dealt freely with his text by omitting par. of it, we may.tondmfe tot he 
dealt freely with the part which he actually did use. Thus tho ugh says 
“shall not prevail against thee,” there is no r«d »“**■**• ° b ?™Z 
had the second person pronoun instead of the t - a . ^ die 

18b with its mention of the rock and of the to 

pronoun "if to “thee” in order 

turn he gave the sentence, may haive he that the 

readily since, like other com - en h IO ckon which the Church is built 

gates of hell would not prevad ^k with Peter. 

instead of against the Church ts tt ( ^ traditional text of verse 18 

Hence nothing can be c g nQ serious evi dence that the Diates- 

from St. Ephraem s comment^ry. igb and thus ^ere is no external evi- 

saron had an older form whi insertion into the verse, 

dence permitting us to rd ^ tyond a shadow of a doubt that St. 
And even if Harnack ha p would he have proven? 

Ephraem—and of the Gospel omitted pad 

Simply the fact that one ^ would solitary instance permit us 

£ 2Z mgartol to authenticity of to text in to face of its otherwise 
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why non-Catholics cannot be ex¬ 
pected to agree with Church’s 
teaching on, 369-70 

Churches: Orthodox, brief sketch of, 
173-77; doctrinal unity of, 182; not 
zealous for converts, 183; Protestant, 
statistics on membership, 135, 187 

College of bishops, as successor to 
College of apostles, 40 ff. 
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See, 270 
Infallibility, 
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Jurieu, his system on “funding a , 
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-of bishops: from whom re 

ceived, 324-325 

—of Roman pontiff: from whom 
received, 270; its qualities, 280; Use 
of, subject to norms of prudence 
283 
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Kingdom of God,” meaning of, 15 n 

12 


“Lambs and sheep of Christ,” mean¬ 
ing of, 63. See also Jurisdiction, 
Primacy 

Leo XIII: on Church as simultane¬ 
ously a spiritual and visible society, 
22; on proper relationship between 
Church and State, 349 ff.; on unity 
of the Church, 126. See also Church 
and State 

Lex orandi est lex credendi, 116 
Liberius, did he err when speaking 
ex cathedra?, 303-304 
Liturgies, diversity of, does not de¬ 
stroy Church’s unity, 129-130 
Luke 22:31-32, explained and de¬ 
fended in its traditional interpreta¬ 
tion, 296 and 311, n. 6 
Luther, sensed keenly lack of apos- 
tolicity in Reformation churches, 
2#0, n. 19; brief description of by a 
modern Protestant, 192 
Lutheranism, original tenets of, 178 
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Magisterium, of Church, established by 
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value, 321-22 
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Maldonatus, on not misunderstanding 
meaning of “one flock and one 
shepherd,” 148, n. 5. See also Cath¬ 
olicity 
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161-65; laid down by non-Cath- 
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_considered individually: of 

“apostolicity,” meaning of, 164; of 
“catholicity,” meaning of, 164; of 
"holiness,” meaning of, 162-3; of 
“unity,” meaning of, 162 

-if discernible why not recog¬ 
nized by sincere non-Catholics, 
206-207 

-applied to Christian Churches: 

"Apostolicity” is found in Roman 
Catholic Church, 190 ff.; is not 

found in Orthodox or Protestant 

Churches, 188 ff. 

“Catholicity,” is found in Roman 
Catholic Church, 184 ff.; is not 

found in Orthodox or Protestant 

Churches, 181 ff. 

“Holiness” is found in Roman 

Catholic Church, 195 ff.; is not 

found in Orthodox or Protestant 

Churches, 191 ff. 

“Unity” is found in Roman Catholic 
Church, 184 ff.; is not found in 
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181 ff. 

Marmontel, praises^ practice of con¬ 
fession, 211, n. 25 
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20 

Means, necessity of, see "Necessity 
of means vs. necessity of precept 
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Membership in Church, corollary: 
babies baptized by heretical sects 
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doctrine on, from patristic writings, 
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Michael Caerularius, broke away from 
college of apostolic pastors, 188-89 
Mission, extraordinary: whether "ex¬ 
traordinary mission” to reform 
Church, is possible, 154 
"Mixed affairs,” discussion of, 364- 
369; conflict over, 364-89; notion 
of, 356 

Mohammedans, statistics on, 187 
Mystical Body of Christ: apparent 
neglect of doctrine till recent times, 
216; Church as continuation of 
Christ in the world, 227-29; co¬ 
extension of concepts “Mystical 
Body” and "Church,” 229—30; dia¬ 
gram of likenesses and differences 
between mystical body and moral 
or physical bodies, 223; explanation 
of the analogy of, 220-223 ; Holy 
Spirit as soul of, 224-225 

_proof of doctrine: from words 

of Christ, 217; from fathers of 
Church, 218-19; from magisterium 
of Church, 219-220; from St. Paul, 
217-18 

_term and its significance, 222- 

23; theological label for doctrine of, 

216 „ 

_-where analogy between soul 

and Holy Spirit breaks down, 225 

N 

Necessity of Church for salvation: 
caricatures of this doctrine, 255; 
exact meaning of axioim “outside 
the Church no salvation” in rela¬ 
tion to, 265-266; proof of doctrine 
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on, 261-264; theological terminol¬ 
ogy used in discussion of, 256-57; 
"tolerance” and its relation to the 
doctrine on, 266-268; salvation of 
non-Catbolics and, 262-63 and 


265-66 

"Necessity of means vs. necessity of 
precept”: meaning of terms, 256- 
258 

Non-Catholics: cannot be expected to 
agree with Church’s doctrine on 
Church and State, 369-370; position 
of, in Catholic State, 374-382; pos¬ 
sibility of salvation for, 262-63 and 
265-66; why so many sincere, fail 
to recognize Christ’s own Church, 
206-207 


O 

Orders, see Power of orders 
Orthodox Church: does it have real 
unity of belief, 182-83; its long¬ 
time spiritual paralysis, 191; signs 
of new life in, 191 

P 

Pallium, what it signifies, 322-23 
Parish pastor, office of, not of divine 
origin, 327 

Patriarch, rank of, ecclesiastical in 
origin, 322 

Paul, St., is an apostle, 51, n. 7- is 
not equal to Peter, 72; withstood 
reter to his face, 70-71 

PauW, Dr . N ._ hoUs ft poss . ble for 

o. ce of nonsaint to appear in Bre¬ 
viary, 124, n. 22 

Peter, St.: after Ascension of Christ 
exercises primacy, 65; did not err 

dw!S $P ? king GX cathedra > 303; 
dwelt in Rome as its bishop, 75 ff • 

f h Ven ta * k of feeding lambs and 

re^of ^ 3: i HiS relationshi P to 
a P 0Slles ’ 71 ; ordered to 
engthen his brethren, 64, 296 ff.- 
receives keys of the kingdom, 62; 
receives new name, 63; resisted to 


his face by St. Paul 70- 
honored, 64, the rock of the a?* 1 !!' 

61, 65 and Appendix Church - 


Peter’s residence in Rome: admit,.,, 
by non-Catholic scholars 90 D 4 -f 
corroborated by recent a'rclmS 
logical findings, 90-91, n. 46 
Pius IX, on necessity of belonging to 
the Church, 259-260, 265; on^he 
temporal sovereignty of pope ]Q 4 _ 
95, and 313-315 


Pius XI, his solution of the "Roman 
Question,” 313, 315 
Pius XII: on Church and State 349 
350, 373, 376-79, 383-85, 392-93;’ 
on jurisdiction of bishops, 326; on 
membership of Church, 236, 239, 
241, 245; on Mystical Body, 219^ 
20, 221, 223-24, 227, 233, n. 23; 
on necessity of Church for salvation,' 
255, 260; on presence of sinners in 
Church, 248-49 
Pope, see Roman pontiff 
Power of orders: differs from power 
of jurisdiction, 48-49; notion of, 
48; often described as power of “the 
ministry,” 49 

Predestined, the, are not all members 
of the Church; nor are they its only 
members, 247 

Presbyters and bishops, comparison of, 

/in irn 


40, 52, n. 20, 54, n. 28 
Priesthood of laity, 35 
Priestly powers, conferred or? apostles 
by Christ, 32 

Primacy of Peter, conferred on Peter, 
62-63; continued in bishop of 
Rome, 74; destined to last through 
ages, 72-74; is it separable from 
Roman See?, 273; its power and 
nature, 279 ff.; notion of, 60; was 
promised to Peter, 61; what kind of 
law annexes it to See of Rome?, 


274-75 

Princes of the Apostles,” meaning of, 
72 


Properties of the Church, 102 
Protestantism: and its missionary ef- 
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forts, 183, 203-209, n. 13; origin 
of the name, 177; three original 
branches of, 177; see also Church, 
Marks of Christ’s Church 
Protestants: and Bible-reading, 195; 
and claim of "superiority” of 
Protestant nations, 203 ff. 

_differences between original 

and modem, 161, 177-178, 179, 195 

_many lead exemplary lives, 

191; statistics on number of, 180- 
181, 187 

_and ecumenical movements, 

how viewed by Rome, 180 
Pseudo-Isidore, false decretals of, 284 
Puseyites, their view of Church's in¬ 
fallibility, 103 


R 

Reformation, did not bring about im¬ 
provement in morals, 192, 210, n. 
23 

Reformers, were not exceptionally 
holy, 192 

Religion of Christ, not separable from 
church in which it is embodied, 22 

Religions of world, statistics on, 180- 
SI, 186, 187 

Religious orders, as indirect object 
of infallibility, 116-117; notion of, 
116; statistics on, 199-200 

Roman Church: connection of primacy 
with Roman See, 273; indestructi¬ 
bility of, 276 

Roman congregations are not infal¬ 
lible, 291; example of, in Galileo 
case, 308-309 

Roman pontiff, his civil sovereignty, 
313; is infallible, 289 ff.; power and 
nature of his primacy, 279 ff.; 
source of his jurisdiction, 276; rela¬ 
tionship of, to an ecumenical coun¬ 
cil 233-36; what would happen if 
he fell into heresy, 294; when in¬ 
fallible, 291 ff.; why he invokes 
authority of both Peter and Paul, 
83 


Roman See, its imperishability, 276 
Rule of faith, meaning of, 121; which 
one are all bound to follow?, 122 
Russian Orthodox Church: its enslave¬ 
ment to political government, 191; 
statistics on and structure of, 174- 
175 


S 

Sanctity, see Holiness 

Saints and beatified: huge numbers of 
produced by Church, 201; impos¬ 
sibility of calculating number of, 
201 

Schism, Western, see Western Schism 

Schismatics, notion of, 239-240; not 
members of Church, 243, 245-46; 
still belong to Church by law and 
obligation, 246 

Separation of Church and State, see 
Church and State 

Sinners, presence of, in Church no 
argument against its holiness, 138- 
139 and 198 

Society: kinds of, 31; Church is a 
hierarchical, 31; Church is a mon¬ 
archical, 59; Church is not an aristo¬ 
cratic, 59; Church is not a society 
of equals, 31 

"Soul and body of Church,” does not 
mean two churches, 225-26 

“Soul of Church,” Holy Spirit as, 224- 
225; where analogy breaks down, 
225 

State and its relations with the 
Church, see Church and State 

Statistics: on religious membership, 
180-181, 187; on morality, can be 
used only with extreme caution, 
166, n. 6 

Successor, meaning of, 40 

Syllabus of Errors, proposition 17 of, 
properly explained, 26o 

Synagogue, its distinction from primi¬ 
tive Christian Church, 11-12; 
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whether it possessed an infallible 
magisterium, 108 

T 

Tapper, his judgment on papal in¬ 
fallibility, 302 

Temporal prosperity: no criterion of 
value of a religion, 203 ff.; is Prot¬ 
estantism more conducive to, than 
Catholicism?, 204-205 
"Three Chapters,” the, and papal in¬ 
fallibility, 113, 304 

Theological conclusion, as an object of 
infallibility, 111 

Tolerance, Canon Bell on nonsensical 
notions of, 267; notion and kinds of, 
266-68; term "dogmatic” t. dis¬ 
liked by some modern theologians, 
267 

Tournely, admits tradition heavily 
favors doctrine of papal infallibility, 
302 


U 

Unity of Church, various facets n r 
126-131 0t ’ 

V 

"Vicar of Christ on earth,” notion, 60 

Vigilius, did he err when speaking P , 
cathedra?, 304 

Virgilius, his doctrine on existence of 
the Antipodes, 307-308 

Visibility of Church, 12 flF. 

Voltaire praises practice of confession 
211, n. 25 

W 

Western Schism, how is it compatible 
with unity of Church?, 131 


Zacharias, did he err when speaking 
ex cathedra?, 307-308 
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